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1.1 IntroductionDespite the wide acknowledgement that no child should grow up in poverty, manychildren around the world live in poor households and miserable conditions. Researchefforts to translate children’s specific situation into appropriate concepts andestimates are limited and relatively new; efforts to incorporate these concepts andestimates in policy design, policy monitoring and policy evaluation are even rarer. Asa result, the living conditions of many children are ill-documented and the relatedproblems go unnoticed or underestimated by analysts and politicians alike. This studyfills  this  gap  by  developing,  applying  and  studying  the  use  of  a  multidimensionalapproach to child poverty that is analytically sound, relatively easy to understand anddelivering relevant information for policy design and evaluation. It addresses the needfor more adequate information, which helps to understand the nature of child povertyand  assists  policy  designers  to  formulate  effective  policy  responses.  Inherent  to  theproduction of more information is the tension between different approaches to defineand measure the issue of child poverty and to document who is poor and who is not.There are various reasons for choosing one versus the other poverty approach; thesereasons  are  discussed  at  length  later  in  this  study.  The  main  argument,  however,  isimportant in the light of this introduction and is summarized by the questions: Arethose children identified as poor by one of those approaches “false positives” in termsof other definitions of poverty? Or does their situation suffer from “hiddendimensions” that are not revealed or incorporated by other poverty definitions?The study addresses a number of gaps in the literature by providing an in–depthdiscussion of theoretical issues inherent to (child) poverty measurement and anapplied analysis using Vietnam as a primary country case study. It intends to answernot merely questions concerning the magnitude and pattern of child poverty and themismatch of information provided by different poverty approaches, but also toexplore  the  various  conditions  under  which  children  in  Vietnam  live  and  in  whichdomains children are deprived of decent living conditions. The study discusses thevarious approaches to child poverty from a theoretical perspective, analyses the datafor Vietnam empirically and links the outcomes of  both parts to the policy debate.  Ithas been the ambition to go beyond the mere academic interest of the theoretical andempirical debates and to provide useful instruments and analyses for practitionersand policy makers. It is only through policy that this academic study can actuallycontribute to making the world for children a better place to live in.This book is a collection of (published) articles; this implies that each chapter iscan be read as a stand-alone piece of work. However, it also means that some overlapbetween the chapters is inevitable. To guide the reader, sections that showconsiderable  overlap  with  sections  in  previous  chapters  are  clearly  signposted  bymeans of footnotes.1.2 Why measure child poverty?Poverty is an undesirable and, to many, an unacceptable phenomenon. Anextensive  body  of  research  has  shown  that  the  hardship  of  poverty  is  even  moreundesirable when it concerns children due to its far-reaching short-term and long-runnegative implications (see e.g.  Haveman and Wolfe,  1995; Brooks-Gunn and Duncan,
False Positives or Hidden Dimensions ?31997; Duncan and Brooks-Gunn, 1997; Esping-Andersen and Sarasa, 2002). Childrengrowing up in a poor or low-income family are more likely to receive poorer healthcare (Duncan and Brooks-Gunn, 1997), to obtain lower educational outcomes(Haveman and Wolfe, 1995; Brooks-Gunn and Duncan 1997; Esping-Andersen, 2002)and  to  reach  lower  levels  of  attainment  in  the  labour  market  (Haveman  and  Wolfe,1995;  Esping-Andersen  and  Sarasa,  2002).  Children  living  in  poverty  are  also  morelikely to grow up to become poor adults (Esping-Andersen and Sarasa,  2002; Corak,2006a).  Effects  are  more  pronounced  for  those  children  that  experience  persistentpoverty and live in poor and vulnerable conditions for a number of consecutive years(Brooks-Gunn and Duncan, 1997; Duncan and Brooks-Gunn, 1997). The importance oftackling the issue of child poverty is further underlined by the fact that it does not onlyhave a negative impact on children themselves but also on the society as a whole(Esping-Andersen and Sarasa, 2002). As a result, there is increasing acknowledgmentthat children deserve particular attention when designing, implementing andevaluating efforts to reduce poverty (Ben-Arieh, 2000).In order to adequately analyze and investigate the issue of child poverty, child-focused approaches are required. Several reasons can be put forward for the need todefine  and  analyze  child  poverty  in  a  different  form  from  general  or  adult  poverty(Minujin,  Delamonica,  Gonzalez and Davidziuk,  2005).   A first  reason is that childrenare largely dependent on their direct environment for the provision of their basicneeds. Since they are not independent economic actors themselves, they rely on thedistribution of resources by their parents, household or community members. Child-focused poverty measures are crucial to account for the within-household distributionand poverty at the child-specific level (e.g. White, Leavy and Masters, 2002). Secondly,children are affected differently by poverty than adults since their basic human needsare different. Children have different dietary requirements, for example, and the roleof  education  is  vital  during  their  stage  of  life  (e.g.  Brooks-Gunn  and  Duncan,  1997;Waddington, 2004). A child-specific approach can incorporate those special needs andconsequently reflect on and emphasize them. A third reason can be found within thediscourse on child rights. The development of the children’s right concept instigatedthe development of child poverty approaches that are geared to reflect the premisethat children should be treated as an autonomous group and in their own right asindividual  human  beings  (Ben-Arieh,  2000;  Redmond  2008).  Finally,  a  generallyaccepted and workable definition and measurement method of child poverty is animportant  tool  for  both  academics  and  policy  makers.  It  does  not  merely  offer  theopportunity to gain an insight into children’s poverty status but also gives thepossibility to formulate and monitor sound poverty reduction objectives, strategiesand policies (e.g. Ben-Arieh, 2000; Minujn et al. 2005; Corak, 2006). In sum, there is astrong  case  to  advance  the  field  of  and  extend  the  body  of  research  on  povertydefinitions and measures that are specifically geared towards children, therebyacknowledging the far-reaching negative implications of child poverty and taking intoaccount their specific needs and characteristics.
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1.3 An account of the existing approaches for child povertymeasurement1In the last decade, the body of research concerning child-focused povertyapproaches has experienced an, albeit limited, increase in both scope and depth. Thissection  aims  to  provide  an  account  of  the  various  approaches  that  have  beendeveloped in recent years to gain insight into the range and scope of approachesavailable  and  their  different  characteristics.  Taking  stock  of  the  existing  range  ofliterature and its various characteristics provides valuable and crucial information forfurther development of this field of expertise. The existing approaches for themeasurement of  child poverty can be considered to vary along a number of  aspects,which include objective, concept, resource base and poverty measure.The objective of a given child poverty measure has strong implications for the wayin which child poverty is consequently conceptualized, defined and measured(Laderchi,  Saith  and  Stewart,  2003;  Roelen,  Gassmann  and  de  Neubourg,  2009a).  Areview of literature indicates that objectives can differ along the dimensions of space(cross-country versus within-country) and time (longitudinal versus static), which hasits reflection on the operationalization of poverty approaches (Ravallion, 1994; Alkire,2002, 2008). In terms of space, there is a range of approaches that aim to analyze childpoverty in a cross-comparative context whilst others focus on single countries. Cross-country studies of child poverty include those by Bradbury and Jäntti (2001), Gordon,Nandy, Patazis, Pemberton and Townsend (2003a, 2003b), Bradshaw, Hoelscher andRichardson (2006), Save the Children (2008) and Richardson, Hoelscher andBradshaw (2008). Whilst Gordon et al. (2003a, 2003b) focus on developing countries,Bradshaw et al.  (2006) focus on countries in the EU and Richardson et al.  (2008) onthe  CEE/CIS  countries.  Save  the  Children  (2008)  takes  a  global  perspective,incorporating countries from around the world. Taking such a cross-countrycomparative focus implies that data on the same set of issues has to be available for allcountries, the choice of domains and indicators has to present an adequate reflectionof child poverty in all countries and that thresholds have to be defined meaningfullyfor  all  countries  under  consideration.  Studies  aiming  to  capture  and  explain  within-country variation of child poverty are not bound by these considerations and can relyon country-specific  data,  reflecting issues that are relevant in the national context.  Afew  examples  of  studies  focused  on  measuring  child  poverty  in  a  specific  countryinclude the work by Noble, Wright and Cluver (2006) and Barnes, Wright, Noble andDawes  (2007)  in  South  Africa  and  Land,  Lamb  and  Mustillo  (2001)  in  the  UnitedStates. With respect to the time dimension, the majority of studies do not have thespecial objective of capturing the dynamics of poverty. Although they might end uptracking child poverty over time, they were not designed with that special purpose inmind. The studies by Land et al. (2001) and Land (2005) present an exception as theyaim to capture the trends of child well-being in the US. The child well-being approachwas developed with the specific objective to monitor changes in child and youth well-being  in  the  US  benchmarked  against  the  base  year  1975  (Land  et  al.,  2001;  Land,
1 This section is based on the literature review of child poverty approaches by Roelen andGassmann (2008).
False Positives or Hidden Dimensions ?52005).  This  specific  objective  is  clearly  reflected  in  the  concurrent  choice  ofmethodology and poverty measures.The conceptualization of child poverty is an aspect that also has far-reachingimplications for the design and operationalization of poverty approaches. The debateon how to conceptualize the issue of child poverty is long-standing and on-going andcan be characterized by two schools of thought, namely child well-being and childwell-becoming (see Ben-Arieh, 2000; White, 2002). Whilst those focusing on childwell-becoming support the notion that children should be prepared for the future andadult life, the proponents of child well-being advocate the idea that childhood is astate  in  and  of  itself  (see  Ben-Arieh  2000).  As  discussed  in  section  1.2,  there  iswidespread agreement that poverty during childhood has life-long adversary effectsand damages the development of a child (see e.g. Haveman and Wolfe, 1995; Brooks-Gunn and Duncan, 1997; Duncan and Brooks-Gunn, 1997; Esping-Andersen andSarasa, 2002). A denial of child well-being in the present thus hampers a child’s well-becoming  in  the  future.  The  focus  on  child  well-being  in  the  present  is  not  merelyjustifiable on the basis of its implications for the future but also because of itsimportance here and now (Ben-Arieh, 2000; Qvortrup, 1997). Qvortrup (1999)expresses the fear that a sole focus on child well-becoming “[…] justifies any type oflife for children, provided the end result – that is, the adult person – exhibits positivevalues on a set of  success criteria”.  The intrinsic importance of  child well-being alsofollows the concept of children’s rights (Ben-Arieh 2000) as stipulated in theConvention of the Rights of the Child (UNHCHR 1989). Despite the strongdifferentiation between the two theoretical concepts, they are used interchangeablyor as complements in the majority of child poverty approaches. The approaches’conceptual frameworks attempt to make an implicit or explicit link between the inter-linked  issues  of  well-being,  fulfilment  of  rights  and  development  of  children  (seeGordon et al. 2003a, 2003b; Bradshaw et al., 2006; Noble et al. 2006; Richardson et al.2008; Save the Children, 2008). The combination of the two schools of thought is notmerely a result of conceptual reasoning but often also of pragmatic considerations.The  available  data  frequently  does  not  allow  for  the  operationalization  of  childpoverty approaches along the dichotic lines of either the theory of well-being or well-becoming, culminating in a conceptual mixture.The choice for the resource base to measure child poverty is a third aspect alongwhich existing child poverty approaches differ. It refers to those aspects of children’slives that are deemed capable of reflecting their poverty status or level of well-beingand can include monetary, basic-needs as well as subjective aspects. The choice for aspecific resource base is highly normative and subject to value judgements (Ravallion,1994; Alkire 2002, 2008; Corak 2006b) and differs from one child poverty approach tothe  other.  Thinking  of  the  range  of  resource  bases  along  a  continuum  ofdimensionality facilitates the discussion for the variety of existing child povertyapproaches.  The  resource  base  can  range  from  uni-dimensional  to  moremultidimensional, basing the identification solely on the aspect of one dimension onthe one hand or on multiple dimensions on the other hand. Child poverty approacheson the uni-dimensional end of the continuum are primarily represented by monetary-based  poverty  approaches  (see  Bradbury  and  Jäntti,  2001;  Corak,  2006)  whilst  themajority of child poverty approaches have a more multidimensional focus (e.g. Land etal., 2001; Gordon et al., 2003a, 2003b; Bradshaw et al., 2006; Noble et al. 2006;Richardson et al. 2008; Save the Children, 2008). Examples of aspects included in the
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resources bases of these approaches include education, health, shelter, food,sanitation and social networks. The choice for the resource base can be considered adirect result of the defined objectives and concept of child poverty as the resourcebase aims to be a reflection of those aspects. In addition, the choice for resource baseis also dependent on theoretical and methodological considerations.The final aspect that differentiates the variety of child poverty approaches fromeach other is the way in which poor children are counted and the detailed-levelinformation is  aggregated into a composite number.  The review of the existing childpoverty approaches shows that they can roughly be divided in count and indexmeasures on the basis of the aggregation methods used. The child poverty countmeasures  are  based  on  micro-data  and  “count”  the  number  of  poor  children  on  thebasis of the assessment of their individual resource bases. Examples of child povertyapproaches taking such a micro-perspective include the studies by Bradbury andJäntti (2001), Gordon et al. (2003a, 2003b) and Corak (2006b). Poverty measures onthe basis of “count” methodologies and employed in these studies include the povertyheadcount  or  incidence,  poverty  gap  or  depth  and  poverty  severity  measures.  Childpoverty  index  measures  are  primarily  based  on  macro  data  at  group  level  (forexample, administrative data at region or country-level), allowing for the use of datafrom different sources at different levels of aggregation. These measures culminate inan aggregate figure that enables one to compare the performance of various groupswith respect to child poverty (Moore et al.,  2007).  Examples of  studies taking such amacro-perspective  include  Land  et  al.  (2001),  Bradshaw  et  al.  (2006),  Noble  et  al.(2006), Richardson et al. (2008), Save the Children (2008). Whilst Land et al. (2001)focus on the comparison between various socio-economic and demographic groups inthe US, Noble et al. (2006) and Barnes et al. (2007) focus on comparing municipalitiesand  provinces  in  South  Africa  and  Bradshaw  et  al.  (2006),  Richardson  et  al.  (2008)and Save the Children (2008) aim to explain differences between countries. A range ofmethods is available for the construction of index measures and inherent to thisconstruction are decisions on the normalization, weighting and aggregationtechniques (Nardo et al. 2005). Generally, child poverty index measures culminate inan index score, which allows for the comparison between groups but does not have anintuitive meaning of  its  own. As such,  the choice for a poverty measure is  related tothe aforementioned objective of the child poverty approach.1.4 Research questionsThe review of literature shows that despite the field of child poverty being rathernovel, it already contains a range of studies with different objectives, concepts,resources bases and measures. Nevertheless, the account of existing approachesleaves considerable scope for extending the current research on child povertydefinition and measurement. Three main research questions are addressed within thecollection of chapters in this book. The questions are both conceptual and empirical innature  and  are  considered  in  one  or  more  chapters  in  this  book.  This  sectionintroduces those three research questions.The review of existing literature on child poverty measurement reveals thatmany of the approaches used are developed in an implicit  and unclear manner with
False Positives or Hidden Dimensions ?7lack of transparency concerning decisions on concepts, resource bases and povertymeasures. The concurrent analysis of child poverty on the basis of such approaches issusceptible to misinterpretations and misunderstandings, possibly leading to unjustconclusions and policy recommendations. This finding from the existing body ofresearch on child poverty measurement calls for further investigation into the issueof:
1) The importance of choice and definition for the measurement of child poverty.In  order  to  investigate  and  exemplify  the  specific  conditions  under  which  clear  andtransparent  child  poverty  approaches  can  be  developed,  a  generic  constructionprocess is derived from the review of existing literature. The assessment of practicalimplications of the development and use of a child poverty approach is illustrated bythe case study of Vietnam.The range of previous child poverty assessments in a specific country using atailor-made and multidimensional approach is limited. The majority of approachesfocus on cross-country comparisons, rather than investigating child poverty in aspecific  space  and  time.  To  investigate  the  development  and  use  of  an  in-depth  andcontext-specific poverty approach, Vietnam is used as a country case study. Findingsfor the first research question are used to address the following issue:
2) Child poverty in Vietnam: who and where are the poor?This research topic is both conceptual and empirical in nature as it requires thedevelopment of a country-specific and multidimensional child poverty approachgeared  to  capture  the  situation  in  Vietnam  as  well  as  the  empirical  investigation  ofchild poverty in both monetary and multidimensional terms. More specifically, itconsiders  the  domains  in  which  children  are  most  deprived,  the  determinants  ofpoverty, the existence of horizontal inequalities and the link between child povertyand social welfare. The extensive and in-depth empirical profile of children in Vietnamresulting  from  this  assessment  also  fills  a  knowledge  gap  in  Vietnam  as  informationabout the situation of children in Vietnam was limited at the time the research wascommenced.A common division in the body of literature on poverty measurement is thatbetween monetary (uni-dimensional) and multidimensional approaches. This divisionis based on conceptual and ideological underpinnings as well as empirical andanalytical outcomes. Comparisons of the use and outcomes of these methods inexisting studies have shown that they predominantly provide different pictures ofpoverty  in  terms  of  figures  of  overall  levels  of  poverty  as  well  as  groups  of  poorindividuals. Studies have not yet been undertaken with a special consideration ofchildren and with a more in-depth deliberation of factors underlying the degree ofoverlap or mismatch, raising the question:
3) To what extent do monetary and multidimensional approaches of child poverty
differ with respect to conceptual and empirical outcomes?
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This research question investigates the conceptual underpinnings for the use of eitherone  or  both  of  the  approaches  and  the  empirical  implications.  The  empiricalinvestigation is based on the country case of Vietnam and the outcomes for monetaryand  multidimensional  child  poverty  as  found  by  answering  the  second  researchquestion.  More  specifically,  it  considers  the  extent  to  which  different  groups  ofchildren are captured by the two approaches, the characteristics of these groups andthe  underlying  factors  explaining  variation  amongst  these  groups.  The  empiricalimplications are assessed in terms of poverty analysis and policy analysis.1.5 StructureThe  remainder  of  the  book  is  structured  as  follows:  The  second  chapter  in  thisbook addresses the normative development of child poverty approaches by distilling ageneric  construction  process  from  a  review  of  existing  approaches.  This  process  isapplied to the case of Vietnam to illustrate its practical use. It thereby aims to answerthe first research question put forward in this book. The third chapter presents anempirical extension of the child poverty approach for Vietnam. As such, it tests thepractical  use  and  robustness  when  employed  for  in-depth  child  poverty  profiling.  Adistributional analysis of child poverty in Vietnam is undertaken in the fourth chapter,thereby  moving  beyond  a  mere  child  poverty  profile  towards  an  empiricalinvestigation of inequality amongst different groups of children in Vietnam. Together,chapters 3 and 4 address this book’s second research question. The tension betweenmonetary and multidimensional approaches to poverty is elaborated upon in the fifthchapter. It explores the mismatch between the identification of poverty on the basis ofthese  approaches  in  Vietnam  and  Congo  and  discusses  the  implications  for  policydesign.  A more detailed and in-depth investigation into the issue misidentification bydifferent child poverty approaches is provided in the sixth chapter. This chapterbuilds on the case of Vietnam to address these questions. It investigates the degree ofoverlap or mismatch using monetary versus multidimensional approaches for themeasurement of child poverty, the extent to which one approach can serve as a proxyfor the other and the factors underlying misidentification. Finally, the practical use ofmonetary and multidimensional child poverty approaches for policy evaluation isconsidered in the seventh chapter, which presents an evaluation of the social welfarescheme  in  Vietnam  in  terms  of  child  poverty.  The  performance  of  the  social  welfarescheme is considered with respect to coverage as well as poverty impact. Findings inchapters 5, 6 and 7 contribute to answering the third research question. The policyanalysis  in  chapter  7  also  extends  the  answer  to  the  second  research  questionconcerning the child poverty profile in Vietnam. The main findings and conclusionsfrom  all  chapters  are  combined  in  the  concluding  chapter  along  the  lines  of  theresearch questions.
False Positives or Hidden Dimensions ?9Chapter 2THE IMPORTANCE OF CHOICE AND DEFINITION FORTHE MEASUREMENT OF CHILD POVERTY – THE CASEOF VIETNAM2
Increased attention to children’s’ special position within poverty
measurement resulted in the development of various child poverty approaches in
the last decade. Analysis shows that their development processes involve a
similar  set  of  steps  and  decisions,  predominantly  taken  in  the  same  sequence.
However, it also becomes apparent that many of these decisions are made
implicitly rather than explicitly, resulting in unclear and non-transparent
underlying constructs. Consequently, child poverty approaches often lack a solid
and robust foundation and are misinterpreted and misunderstood when used for
analytical and policy purposes. This paper distils a generic construction process
from the analysis of existing child poverty approaches, presenting a tool for clear
and transparent development of such approaches.  It  is  then applied to the case
of  Vietnam,  using  household  survey  data,  to  illustrate  its  practical  use  and
develop a Vietnam-specific child poverty approach. Findings suggest that 37
percent of all children are poor, whilst observing a large rural-urban divide but
no significant differences between boys and girls.
2 Published as:Roelen, Keetie, Franziska Gassmann and Chris de Neubourg (2009) The Importance ofChoice and Definition for the Measurement of Child Poverty-the case of Vietnam, Child
Indicators Research, 2(3): 245-263.
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2.1 IntroductionIn the last  decade(s),  it  has been widely recognized that children deserve a childfocused perspective in the development and poverty reduction process (e.g. CHIP2004; Gordon et al. 2003a, 2003b; Minujin et al. 2005) and the need to treat them “[…]in their own right as individuals” (Redmond 2008 p. 63, White 2002).3 Several reasonscan  be  put  forward  for  the  importance  of  such  a  child-focused  approach  towardspoverty (e.g. Gordon et al. 2003a, 2003b; Minujin et al. 2005; Waddington 2004). Thedependence on parents, household and community for the distribution of basic needsputs  children  at  a  higher  risk  of  poverty  and  makes  their  situation  less  transparent(e.g.  White,  Leavy  and  Masters  2003).  Further,  poverty  often  manifests  itself  as  avicious  circle,  causing  children  to  be  trapped  in  poverty  from  birth  onwards  (e.g.Corak 2006a; DWP 2002).  Moreover,  children have different basic needs than adultsdo (e.g. Waddington 2004). Child-focused poverty approaches are crucial to accountfor these issues and provide detailed information at the level of the individual child. Agenerally  accepted  definition  and  measurement  method  of  child  poverty  is  animportant tool for both academics and policy makers. It does not only offer theopportunity to get an insight into the poverty status of children but also gives thepossibility to formulate and monitor sound poverty reduction objectives, strategiesand policies (e.g. Ben-Arieh 2000; Corak 2006b).A number of approaches have been developed for the measurement and analysisof  child  poverty,  each  one  of  them  tackling  the  issue  from  a  different  angle.  Everypoverty approach is the result of theoretical considerations and value judgments(Ravallion 1994), culminating into approaches that are different in concept, definitionand method (Laderchi et al. 2003). An analysis of poverty approaches, and in specificchild poverty approaches, suggests that their processes of development involve asimilar set of steps and decisions, predominantly taken in the same sequence.However,  it  also  becomes  apparent  that  many  of  these  decisions  are  made  in  animplicit rather than explicit manner. As a result, poverty approaches suffer from a lackof distinction between the different elements of the approaches (Noble, Wright andCluver 2006) and the underlying constructs and considerations are not transparent(Laderchi et al. 2003). Consequently, poverty approaches lack a solid and robust basefor  poverty  comparisons  (Ravallion  1994)  and  the  identification  of  a  specificindividual or group as being poor is misinterpreted or misunderstood (Alkire 2008,Laderchi  et  al.  2003).   Clear  and  explicit  discussion  of  purposes,  concepts  anddecisions  underlying  the  development  of  a  poverty  approach  is  necessary  to  avoidthese pitfalls and to ensure robust poverty analysis (Ravallion 1994; Laderchi 1997;Laderchi et al. 2003). A review of child poverty approaches suggests that the majorityof these approaches suffer from one or more of these weaknesses. This paper distils ageneric construction process from the analysis of child poverty approaches,presenting a useful  tool  to guide and ensure a clear and transparent development ofsuch approaches. For the purposes of a practical illustration, the generic constructionprocess is applied to the case of Vietnam.
3 This paragraph shows overlap with section 1.2; readers having read that section are advised tocontinue with the next paragraph.
False Positives or Hidden Dimensions ?11Vietnam has experienced a period of outstanding rapid economic growth after theDoi Moi (renovation) reform policies came into place in the late 1980’s, accompaniedby a large reduction of poverty. Central planning made way for free-market orientedeconomic policies, bringing about great changes in the agricultural sector, privatebusiness and employment development, foreign trade and social sector policies,creating business and entrepreneurial opportunities for Vietnamese as well asforeigners. The reforms proved to be greatly beneficial for Vietnam’s economicperformance, with average economic growth rates of 6.9 percent from 1988 to 1994and 7.4 percent from 1994 to 2000 (Glewwe 2004). Furthermore, monetary povertywas  also  reduced  notably;  from  58  percent  in  1993  to  19.5  percent  in  2004  (VASS2006). These poverty figures can be decomposed by various demographic groups andare often presented by region, gender and ethnicity. However, representation per agegroup is less common and,  as a consequence,  little is  known about the state of  childpoverty. Until now, there have not been any comprehensive poverty analyses inVietnam for children, presenting a gap in crucial knowledge required by policy makersand analysts. Applying the generic construction process to the case of Vietnam serves,on the one hand, to illustrate its use and, on the other hand, to fill the knowledge gapwith respect to child poverty in Vietnam.The paper is structured as follows: we firstly discuss the distilled genericconstruction  process.  Second,  a  selection  of  child  poverty  approaches  is  analyzed  interms of this process. Next, the methodology and data are shortly discussed. Thegeneric  construction  process  is  then  applied  to  the  case  of  Vietnam,  explicitlydiscussing the decision making processes at hand. Finally, we present empiricalresults on the basis of household survey data and draw a picture of child poverty inVietnam.2.2 Generic Construction ProcessThe generic construction process presented here is deduced from literature on arange of different child poverty approaches, that have either explicitly discussed orimplicitly suggested their process of construction. The list of approaches included inthe literature review was by no means exhaustive but does provide an insight intoprevious work and a valuable basis for discussion4. Further, for reasons mentioned inthe introduction, we have chosen to focus on child poverty in particular. However,many of the elements discussed in this study also hold for general povertymeasurement. Naturally, we also incorporate insights from general povertymeasurement into our analysis.The review of child poverty approaches suggests that all approaches generallyfollow the same steps towards their development, using the same building blocks. Thevarious steps and their particular sequence are depicted in Figure 2.1. Every step andbuilding block is subject to a decision-making process and builds upon the choicesmade  in  the  previous  step.   As  a  result,  different  choices  made  at  each  stage  of  theprocess culminate in different outcome products.
4 For  the  literature  review  of  child  poverty  approaches,  see  section  1.3  and  Roelen  andGassmann (2008).
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The identification of the underlying rationale and specific purposes of the childpoverty approach presents the first choice in the overall process. A clarification of therationale explains the underlying reasoning for the development of the approach. Thisis of great importance as it informs the values attached to such approaches, having far-reaching impact on the actual operationalization (Alkire 2008, 2002; Ravallion 1994).Robeyns (2005) provides an illustration of this importance in terms of the capabilitiesapproach by arguing that the role attached to capabilities within the developedapproach is crucial for the choice of the final set of capabilities. An explicit discussionof  the  approach’s  purpose  clarifies  what  the  approach  will  be  used  for.  Ravallion(1994)  was  one  of  the  many  scholars  to  emphasize  the  importance  of  clarifying  thepoverty approach’s purpose to be able to make solid poverty comparisons.The second choice concerns the formulation of an overall concept, encompassing adefinition of child poverty.  Thorbecke (2008, pp4) states that “[…] Poverty has to bedefined, or at least grasped conceptually, before it can be measured”, illustrating theimportance of  this building block in the generic construction process.  Laderchi et  al.(2003) reflect on a number of aspects that one encounters when formulating aconcept of poverty, including the universality of the approach (should the approach fitmultiple contexts or be tailor-made to a specific group?), the objectivity versussubjectivity of the approach (how to deal with value judgments?), the unit of analysis(should the focus be on households or individuals?) and dimensionality (choosing fora single or multidimensional method?). Logically, the choices with respect to theseissues are in part a result  of  the rationale and purposes defined in the first  buildingblock of the process and have implications for the remaining choices.
Figure 2.1 Generic Construction Process of child poverty approaches
False Positives or Hidden Dimensions ?13 The choices for domains and indicators are referred to as choices three and four inthe generic process. The domains represent the different areas of development butalso correspond with policy areas to enhance the approach’s usefulness forpolicymakers. Indicators are chosen to give a comprehensive representation of thedevelopment within the respective domains. Alkire (2002, pp182) argues that a “[...]fundamental  reason  for  a  serious  account  of  dimensions  is  to  give  secureepistemological and empirical footing to the multidimensional objective of humandevelopment”. Further, the choice of domains and indicators is subject to assumptionsand value judgments, which are to be made as explicit as possible (Alkire 2002, 2008;Robeyns 2005; Laderchi et al. 2003).The final choice within the construction process refers to the approach’s outcomeproducts or actual poverty figures. The choice with respect to this building blockfurther underlines the interdependency of the various steps within the process.Different purposes require different types of outcome products and in part guide theconstruction  of  the  child  poverty  approach  (Vandivere  and  McPhee  2008).  While  anadvocacy purpose calls for an easily interpretable single summary measure (Moore etal.  2007),  a  policy  input  purpose  requires  more  disaggregated  and  in-depthinformation (Ben-Arieh 2000). The choice with respect to concept will have greatconsequences  for  the  method  of  aggregation  in  terms  of  single  versusmultidimensionality and unit of analysis.The discussion of the various steps within the generic construction process showsthat  many  poverty  scholars  have  emphasized,  in  different  contexts  and  forms,  ofclarifying different underlying elements of poverty approaches to arrive at soundpoverty analysis. Analysis of child poverty literature, however, suggests that themajority of child poverty approaches does not explicitly discuss or thoroughly explainchoices made throughout their process of development. One the one hand, this couldresult in overlooking other, possibly more suitable, options and opportunities for theapproach at hand. On the other hand, it creates confusion about why a specific groupof children is identified as poor or not. Vandivere and McPhee (2008, pp10) point outthat  “[…]  there  is  no  reason  to  expect  findings  based  on  different  index  calculationmethods to correspond, as each has been designed to address different questionsabout  child  well-being”.  In  their  study  on  child  well-being  in  the  US,  Vandivere  andMcPhee (2008) conclude that different types of approaches applied to the same dataprovide different results. They emphasize that these should be interpreted inreference to the approaches’ purposes and concepts to be meaningful (Vandivere andMcPhee 2008).  The generic construction process guides an explicit  discussion of  thespecific  questions  a  child  poverty  approach  aims  to  tackle  and  the  decision-makingprocesses for answering them. It strengthens the approach under development andcreates awareness about underlying choices, making the identification of specificgroups of children as poor more transparent and understandable.
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2.3 Choice and definition in existing child povertyapproachesThis  section  briefly  explores  the  development  processes  and  use  of  a  smallselection of existing child poverty approaches. It illustrates the caveats and possibleimplications for some approaches and provides some good practices for others.The monetary approach is the most widely used poverty approach worldwide(Laderchi  et  al.  2003;  Redmond  2008)  but  often  done  so  with  little  consideration  ofunderlying choices and definition. The approach conceptualizes child poverty aschildren living in low income5 households (Vandivere and McPhee 2008). It is a one-dimensional  poverty  measure,  incorporating  income  as  the  single  indicator  of  well-being (Thorbecke 2008). The outcome products include incidence rates, counting thenumber of children in households with an income below a pre-defined threshold(Ravallion 2004), which are often extended to the poverty gap and severity measure(Ravallion 2004). Its fundamental underlying concept is based on the assumption thatindividuals seek to maximize utility given the budget they have and income is able tomeasure that utility (Laderchi et al. 2003). However, the use of monetary measures,with regards to child poverty as well as general poverty, is often due to other reasonsthan the belief that income is the most appropriate method for capturing poverty.Income is often invoked because of the assumption that it appropriately proxies otheraspects  of  poverty  and  well-being  (Redmond  2008,  Laderchi  et  al.2003)  in  order  tobenefit from the strengths of the monetary approach, including the long-standingtradition (Redmond 2008) but also its intuition and easy interpretation. In terms ofthe generic construction process, this suggests that child poverty approaches based onthe monetary method often suffer from implicit and tacit decision-making, especiallywith respect to purpose and concept. A comparative study of child poverty inindustrialized country by Bradbury and Jäntti (2001), for example, shortly justifies thechoice of a money-metric measure by claiming that “[…] money matters” (Bradburyand  Jäntti  2001,  pp5).  Another  study  by  Bradshaw  (2000),  placing  child  poverty  inBritain in perspective to other countries, employs relative monetary measureswithout an explanation of why this would be the most appropriate measure. Failing toplace the choice for approaches in context of the studies’ purpose and rationale, leavesthe reader to guess about issues such as multidimensionality, absolute versus relativepoverty and the unit of analysis. These are cross-cutting considerations in thedevelopment process of  any (child) poverty approach (Vandivere and McPhee 2008)and vital for an understanding of the studies’ outcomes.In  contrast  to  these  examples,  Corak  (2006b)  does  provide  an  explicit  and  clearline  of  reasoning  to  explain  the  use  of  a  de  facto  monetary  method  for  themeasurement of child poverty in rich countries. Corak’s study uses the Convention ofthe Rights of the Child (CRC) as a starting point, thereby acknowledging that childpoverty is a multifaceted problem. Six guiding principles, emphasizing feasibilityaspects and practical constraints, however form the approach’s broad basis6 .
5 With the term income, we interchangeably mean monetary indicators including consumptionand expenditures.6 The six principles of Corak’s practical approach include the avoidance of unnecessarycomplexities, the use of a limited number of complementary indicators to income measures,
False Positives or Hidden Dimensions ?15Consequently, the approach, its concept and choice of indicators are predominantlyguided  by  data  availability  and  practical  operationalization  and  child  poverty  isdefined as the proportion of children with equivalent incomes below the threshold of50%  of  national  median  equivalent  income  (Corak  2006b).  Hence,  despite  theapproach being multidimensional in concept, it is one-dimensional in implementation(Roelen and Gassmann 2008).  The explicit  discussion of  the choices at  hand benefitsthe credibility of the study and enhances understanding and meaningfulinterpretation of the figures. It rightfully informs further analytical work, academicdiscussion but also practitioners and policy makers.Another illustration of the importance to clarify rationale and purpose beforedeveloping and using a child poverty approach is the US Child and Youth Well-beingIndex (US CWI) by Land et al.  (2001).   The US CWI was designed for the purpose ofconsidering  changes  in  child  well-being  over  time  (Land  et  al.  2001,  Vandivere  andMcPhee  2008).  The  construction  of  the  index  is  based  on  the  quality  of  life  concept,including both objective as well as subjective measures of well-being in sevendifferent domains7. Percentage changes from the base year are averaged over allindicators per domain and consequently domain indices are averaged to obtain thecomposite  index  score  (Land  et  al.  2001).  One  of  the  great  disadvantages  of  the  USCWI measure is its limited provision of information as it only presents figures inreference  to  a  base  year,  unable  to  provide  insights  into  absolute  or  individualperformance. Hence, it proves only useful for tracking the average performance ofspecific  groups over time in reference to a base year.  However,  the main purpose ofthe development of this approach was exactly to answer this question and provideinsight into these dynamics over time. In reference to the generic constructionprocess, it can be said that Land et al. (2001) made a conscious decision for the firstbuilding block concerning rationale and purpose and consequently followed up on itthroughout the remainder of the process. And by clearly postulating that standpointthroughout the development of the approach, the authors manage to take awayconcerns about the approach’s limited use and answer exactly those questions theyhave set out to tackle.Other child poverty approaches that follow the line of reasoning of the genericconstruction process in their development, albeit explicit or more implicit, are theBristol deprivation approach by Gordon et al. (2003a, 2003b), the EU Child Well-beingIndex  (EU  CWI)  by  Bradshaw  et  al.  (2006)  and  the  CEE/CIS  Child  Well-being  Index(CEE/CIS CWI) by Richardson et al. (2008). All approaches share a multidimensionalnature and country-comparative focus and have described decision-making processesat different steps throughout their development in different degrees of detail.  Forexample,  while  Gordon  et  al.  (2003a,  2003b)  are  quite  explicit  in  their  choice  fordomains and indicators and their specific cut-offs, using the “continuum ofdeprivation”, this discussion is limited with respect to the CEE/CIS CWI of Richardsonet al. (2008). Using the generic construction process would assist those developing achild  poverty  approach  to  avoid  any  caveats  in  their  discussion  on  concepts  and
the inclusion of social norms in the drawing of poverty lines, regular updating of indicators,the  use  of  a  fixed  as  well  as  moving  poverty  line  and  the  building  of  public  support  forpoverty reduction (Corak 2006b).7 The seven domains included in the US CWI are material well-being, health, safety, productiveactivity, place in community, intimacy and emotional well-being (Land et al. 2001).
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definitions of various building blocks. With respect to these cases, the process couldnow assist those analyzing or applying the approaches to be aware of and fill potentialgaps.2.4 Methodology and DataIn the remainder of this paper, the practical use of the generic constructionprocess is illustrated through the development of a child poverty approach forVietnam.  Decision  making  processes  at  every  step  of  the  process  are  explicitlydiscussed, ensuring a clear and transparent development of the Vietnam-specificapproach. Consequently, household survey data is employed for the calculation ofchild poverty figures. We use the Multiple Indicator Cluster Survey (MICS) from 2006.This household survey provides child as well as household specific information for anumber of indicators as specified in the theoretical framework. The Vietnam MICS isbased on the standardized MICS surveys as technically supported by UNICEF. The firstand  second  round  was  conducted  in  1995  and  2000,  while  the  third  round  wascompleted  in  2006.   The  survey  contains  a  range  of  questions  especially  focused  oneducation, health, reproductive health, HIV/AIDS and is separated into aquestionnaire for households, women of reproductive age and children under five.Regions were identified as the main sampling domains and the sample was selected intwo  stages,  based  on  enumeration  areas  from  the  census  (GSO  2007).  The  sampleconsists of a total number of 8.356 households with 36.573 individuals out of which10.874 are children up to 16 years of age2.5 Development of a Vietnam-specific approachIn  this  section,  the  generic  construction  process  is  applied  to  the  case  of  childpoverty  in  Vietnam.  We  follow  the  line  of  reasoning  of  the  construction  process,discuss each step in detail and illustrate its practical implementation.2.5.1 Choice one - Rationale and Purpose8The  acknowledgement  by  policy  makers  and  practitioners  in  Vietnam  that  ameasurement tool is needed to provide comprehensive and clear information aboutchild poverty in Vietnam provided the rationale for this approach. Currently, poor andvulnerable children in Vietnam are identified along different categories and overallreferred  to  as  Children  under  Special  Circumstances.  The  identification  of  poor  andvulnerable  children  along  these  categories  is  not  meant  as  a  monitoring  andevaluation tool but rather as a means of targeting. According to the Law on ChildProtection, Care and Education in Vietnam (Socialist Republic of Vietnam 2004),children under special circumstances are divided into 9 different categories for which
8 The identification of the rationale and purpose of the child poverty approach in Vietnam is theresult  of  extensive  discussions  and  interviews  with  UNICEF  Vietnam  and  the  Ministry  ofLabour, Invalids and Social Affairs (MOLISA) in Vietnam.
False Positives or Hidden Dimensions ?17various programmes and benefit schemes are in place9. Due to policy design, targetingand evaluation taking place along the lines of this categorization, no overall definitionand measurement has been used in Vietnam to capture the issue of child poverty.However, the use of this type of categorization does not draw a comprehensive pictureof the current situation that children are in. For the assessment of children’soutcomes, one has to take stock of the state of affairs in various domains of children’slives  and  focus  on  multiple  dimensions.  Currently  the  outcomes  for  children  inVietnam are not clearly visualized and a wide gap exists in the poverty profiling andinformation provision for policy development and evaluation.The identified purpose of the approach in Vietnam is two-fold. On the one hand, itshould serve as an advocacy tool to raise public awareness on the issue of children’swell-being in Vietnam. On the other hand, the approach’s outcome products shouldfeed into the policy design and monitoring process at primarily the regional level. Thetwo purposes require different methodologies and outcome products (Moore et al.2007;  Vandivere  and  McPhee  2008).  Bearing  in  mind  that  these  purposes  areformulated  for  the  specific  case  of  Vietnam,  the  approach  will  also  have  a  Vietnam-specific character, fitting the standards of that particular society. As the child povertyapproach is developed within the societal and cultural context of Vietnam and as such,cannot be directly transferred to other countries.2.5.2 Choice two - ConceptThe identified rationale and purpose emphasize children’s outcomes and a widerperspective of child poverty. The approach focuses on the outcomes rather thanindividual capabilities or characteristics that might lead to the increased poverty risk.Along the lines of theories of distributive justice and equality, the Vietnam childpoverty approach is outcome- rather than opportunity based 10 (Robeyns 2003). Inother words, we focus on achievements (or non-achievements) rather than thecapabilities to reach the achievements, thereby departing from Sen’smultidimensional capability approach (Thorbecke 2008) or Roemer’s concept ofequality of opportunity (Roemer 2000). As children’s capabilities are difficult toobserve  and  the  materialization  of  their  capabilities  largely  dependent  on  others  intheir  direct  environment  (White  et  al.  2003),  a  measure  of  capabilities  ofopportunities is deemed inadequate to reflect child poverty. Furthermore, theapproach  should  go  beyond  the  use  of  a  single  poverty  dimension  but  rather  take  amultidimensional perspective to include different dimensions of poverty. In supportof the multidimensional standpoint, the Vietnam approach is based on the CRC and thebasic needs approach as used in Vietnam. The CRC has served as a basis and input formany  legal  and  policy  documents  internationally  (Redmond  2008)  as  well  as  oncountry-level.  In  Vietnam,  the  CRC  was  ratified  in  1990  and  influenced  the  Law  onProtection, Care and Education of Children (Committee on the Rights of the Child
9 The 9 categories of Children under Special Circumstances are orphaned children, disabledchildren, homeless children, drug addicted children, sexually abused children, childlabourers, children that have committed crimes, poor children and HIV/AIDS affectedchildren (Socialist Republic of Vietnam, 2004).10 According to Robeyns (2003), Sen’s capability approach can be characterized as anopportunity-based theory.
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2005).  The  CRC  builds  on  four  themes,  being  survival,  protection,  development  andparticipation and identifies basic rights for children within these areas (UNHCHR1989).  The  basic  needs  approach  in  Vietnam  identifies  eight  groups  of  basic  needs:food, shelter, clothes, health, education, water, sanitation and social exclusion11. Thebasic needs approach also holds firm ground in underlying rationale for policydesign12. The needs defined under the basic needs approach and rights formulatedunder the CRC are largely overlapping and point to the same areas of development forchildren. Although they do not directly provide a definition or concept (Redmond2008),  they  complement  and  reinforce  each  other  as  underlying  lines  of  thought  forchild poverty. As a result, the child poverty concept underlying this approach ismultidimensional, based on non-monetary measures and adjusted to Vietnam’scultural and social context. Although the term poverty is often used in reference tomerely income indicators,  we  employ  it  here  to  have  a  broader  meaningencompassing a more comprehensive set of deprivations. Other terms commonlyfound in the literature to acknowledge the use of  a broader set of  indicators beyondthe  monetary  dimension,  such  as  well-being  (see  Bradshaw  et  al.  2006;  Land  et  al.2001; Vandivere and McPhee 2008), are considered inappropriate to intuitivelyreflect the negative formulation of the approach for Vietnam. The concept used in thisstudy focuses on what children lack rather than what they have and the term povertyis commonly associated with the lack of needs. Finally, we choose to identify childrenas individuals under the age of 16 years because this is the official definition accordingto  the  Law  on  the  Protection,  Care  and  Education  of  Children  in  Vietnam  (SocialistRepublic of Vietnam 2004).2.5.3 Choice three – DomainsAlkire  (2008)  and  Biggeri  (2007)  identified  various  methods  for  the  selection  ofdomains for multidimensional poverty measurement purposes. A first selectionmethod is the assessment of available data. This method is a predominantly practicalone  as  domains  are  selected  regardless  of  its  use  and  validity  within  the  conceptualframework.  Selection  based  on  expert  opinions  or  assumptions  is  a  second  methodoften employed, building upon informed guesses based on convention, theory orideology. A third method is public consensus, including lists of issues and domainsthat have received legitimacy through widespread acknowledgement of theimportance of these issues13. Participatory assessments are a fourth method toidentify those domains and indicators that present poverty best according to theviews of various stakeholders. Finally, one can base a selection on empirical evidenceabout people’s values with respect to poverty and well-being. All these methods haveadvantages and disadvantages to its use and alone do not suffice as a valid selection
11 See Streeten (1984) for a discussion on the adjustment and interpretation of the basic needsapproach within a specific social and cultural context.12 The use of the basic needs concept as a basis for policy making in Vietnam became apparentfrom  interviews  and  discussions  with  policy  officers  from  the  Ministry  of  Labour,  Invalidsand Social Affairs (MOLISA) in Vietnam.13 Examples of consensus-based lists of domains are the Convention of the Rights of the Child,the  ILO  Conventions  on  the  Minimum  Age  and  Worst  Forms  of  Child  Labor  and  theMillennium Development Goals (Biggeri 2007).
False Positives or Hidden Dimensions ?19method (Alkire 2007). Robeyns (2006) proposes four procedural criteria that shouldbe taken into account throughout the selection process to promote its objectivity.These criteria consist of explicit formulation of the selected domains and indicators, amethodological  justification,  the  two  stage  ideal  –  feasible  process  and,  finally,exhaustion and non-reduction. From these criteria, we deduct our own guidelineswith which the chosen dimensions should comply. On the one hand, they should fitinto our conceptual framework of child poverty and the societal context of Vietnam,representing child poverty in Vietnam as inclusive as possible. On the other hand, theyshould also be practical and feasible, thereby ensuring that the tool can be used toserve its purposes.A combination of  Alkire’s (2008) and Biggeri’s (2007) methods has been used inthe selection process of the domains for our child poverty approach, taking intoaccount the Robeyns’ (2006) procedural  criteria and own guidelines.  The method ofassumptions and expert opinion inspired a first set of domains and indicators,complemented by those identified on the basis of public consensus. Next,participatory processes were employed to account for the views of  stakeholders andkey-informants, thereby ensuring the incorporation of the Vietnamese context. A finalselection  mechanism  at  work  during  the  identification  process  for  domains  was  theassessment of existing data and data availability. The methods of assumption, expertopinion and public consensus put forward a list of domains including income,education, health, nutrition, transport, communication, subjective well-being, safety,shelter and water and sanitation, social inclusion and protection. The interviews withkey-informants and an in-depth assessment of available data provided a reduced andfinal list of 8 domains, presented in 2.1. The income dimension was left out ofconsideration because it was considered a means to an end rather than an end in itselfand  did  not  fit  the  pre-defined  purpose  and  concept  of  the  approach.  The  issues  ofcommunication, safety and transport were not considered dimensions properlyreflecting the poverty status of Vietnamese children and did not fit the country’scontext. The dimension referring to children’s subjective well-being and nutrition hadto be left out of consideration due to lack of data. .
Table 2.1 Selected domains1 Education2 Health3 Shelter4 Water and Sanitation5 Labour6 Leisure7 Social Inclusion and Protection
2.5.4 Choice four - IndicatorsThe selection process of indicators was conducted using a combination of the sameselection methods as used for the selection of domains. The criteria for indicators,however, are laid down more specifically. The two stage ideal-feasible process(Robeyns 2006) was used throughout the process of identification and selection ofindicators.  Ideal  indicators,  on  the  basis  of  assumptions,  expert  opinions,  public
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consensus and participatory data, were immediately screened against the followingfeasibility criteria. Firstly, the indicators should ideally be child-specific. Theimportance of a child-centric analysis with respect to poverty has also beenemphasized in other approaches (Bradshaw et al. 2006; Gordon et al. 2003a, 2003b;Noble et al. 2006; Richardson et al. 2008). Nevertheless, it is unavoidable to measurecertain indicators related to shelter, water and sanitation at the household level asdata is  only collected at the household level  (Gordon et al.  2003a,  2003b).  Secondly,indicators  should  be  easily  observable  and  thereby  measurable  (Moore  et  al.  2004).This implies that indicators about quality of services, for example, are difficult toinclude in our list of indicators unless we can formulate a clearly measurable standardfor such quality. Thirdly, indicators should be easily interpretable. The indicatorsserve the goal to provide information about a certain aspect of child poverty and tofeed  into  the  policy  making  and  monitoring  process.  To  be  able  to  use  indicators  tothis end, they should be easily interpretable in an unambiguous way (Moore et al.2004). Fourthly, indicators should be factual. Hence, they should measure facts ratherthan  subjective  opinions  and  have  the  same  meaning  over  time  as  well  as  differentgroups  within  the  overall  reference  population  (Gordon  et  al  2003b).  Fifthly,  theindicators should adhere to the values and norms of the specific society in order to bemeaningful (Thorbecke 2008). Thus, the indicators chosen should fit the Vietnamesecontext and are as such culture and society-specific. Finally, the indicators should bedecomposable by gender, age, location and ethnicity (Noble et al. 2004). Based onthese criteria as well as the selection mechanisms by Alkire (2008) and Biggeri(2007),  one  or  more  suitable  indicators  were  selected  for  the  case  of  Vietnam,presented in Table 2.2.
Table 2.2 Indicators of the Vietnam child poverty approach based on MICS 2006 data1. Education1a children in age 5 not attending pre-school as a percentage of all children in age 51b children in age 6-10 not attending primary school as a percentage of all children inage 6-101c children in age 11-15 not attending lower secondary school as a percentage of allchildren in age 11-152 children in age 11-15 that have not completed primary education as a percentage ofall children 11-152. Health1  children in age 2-4 that have not received full immunization as a percentage of  allchildren in age 2-43. Shelter1 children living in a dwelling without electricity as a percentage of all children in age0-152 children living in a dwelling without a proper roof as a percentage of all children inage 0-153 children living in a dwelling without a proper floor as a percentage of all children age0-154. Water and Sanitation1 children living in a dwelling without a hygienic sanitation facility as a percentage ofall children in age 0-152 children not drinking safe drinking water as a percentage of all children in age 0-155. Child labour
False Positives or Hidden Dimensions ?211 children age 5-14 having worked for an employer, in household production or self-employer in the last 12 months as a percentage of all children in age 5-146.  Leisure1 children  in  age  0-4  not  having  store-bought  or  home-made  toys  worth  as  apercentage of all children age 0-42 children in age 0-4 not having at least one children’s or picture book as a percentageof all children age 0-47. Social Inclusion and Protection1 children in age 0-4 not having a birth registration as a percentage of all children age0-4With respect to education, ideal outcome indicators at the individual level wouldhave been numeracy or literacy rates. However, these are difficult to observe and notavailable from current data. We use the net enrolment rate per level of schooling andprimary  school  completion  rates  as  a  proxy  instead.  Immunization  rates  areconsidered appropriate indicators of access to and provision of health care, measuredat  the  level  of  the  individual  child.  Due  to  limited  data,  no  more  indicators  could  beadded in this domain. Three indicators were defined within the shelter domain, whichare thought to adequately reflect the living conditions of Vietnamese children. Anotherindicator that was considered within this domain was the number of people sharing abedroom.  However,  this  was  deemed  not  to  be  appropriate  within  the  Vietnamesecontext as it is customary to share bedrooms. The shelter indicators, as well as thewater and sanitation indicators, are measured at the household level. The categoriesof safe drinking water and hygienic sanitation facilities were informed byinternational and national standards on water and sanitation issues. The formulationof the child labour indicator was primarily based on the national Law on Protection,Care and Education of Children, stipulating that children under 16 are not allowed towork. Other indicators referring to working conditions or number of hours workedwere considered superfluous in this context. The choice of indicators within leisureand social inclusion and protection domains were mainly guided by data availability.Little information was available and the chosen indicators are considered a proxy atthe individual level of the dimensions they try to shed light on. Birth registration, forexample,  is  an  important  pre-condition  in  Vietnam  for  access  to  social  services  forchildren  such  as  education  and  participation  in  social  programs.  The  overall  set  ofindicators  is  considered  an  adequate  and  appropriate  to  represent  child  poverty  inVietnam14.  They  do  not  adhere  to  all  criteria  but  as  Richardson  et  al.  (2008,  pp3)indicate “[…] in indicator development the perfect is too often the enemy of the good”.2.5.5 Choice five - Outcome ProductsAs previously indicated, the outcome products of this approach are to serve theadvocacy and policy input purposes. An outcome product that is suitable for theadvocacy purpose, that complies with the feasibility criteria and can serve as acommunication vehicle is a child poverty incidence rate. An incidence rate makes childpoverty visible in an understandable manner and is accessible for the general  public
14 For a more elaborate discussion of each individual indicator, please refer to Roelen,Gassmann and de Neubourg (2006).
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due to its intuitive strength. It is an aggregate of the individual indicator and thus isgenuinely child-specific and adjusted to the societal context. Further, at a lower levelof aggregation and decomposition15, the individual indicators can be used for detailedpolicy  design  and  analysis.  Further,  a  regional  composite  child  poverty  index  can  beconstructed  to  complement  the  child  poverty  rate  and  serve  the  purpose  of  policyinput. Such an index can be formed by combining indicators into domain indices andsingle-number indices across regions. Vandivere and McPhee (2008) refer to thismethod as the standard score method.  The method can be used for relative regionalcomparisons by the ranking of regions. A disadvantage of a composite index is its lackof intuitive explanatory power. The index score is a result of statistical calculationsand  transformations  and  does  not  represent  a  cardinal  value  that  can  be  intuitivelyexplained (Micklewright 2001). However, when used in combination with the childpoverty rate, the two methods can complement information and provide moredetailed insights. Ranking on the basis of index scores might encourage policy makersin  relatively  poor  performing  regions  to  give  the  issue  of  child  poverty  greateremphasis.  To  avoid  confusion  with  widely  used  terms  such  as  poverty  anddeprivation, the terminology of the various measures and outcome productsdeveloped within the child poverty approach for Vietnam refer to vulnerability andvulnerability to poverty.Inherent to the choice of outcome products is the choice of a methodology for theoperationalization of the defined concept (Noble et al. 2006). The individual indicatorsused for the Vietnam-specific child poverty approach are dichotomous, indicatingwhether a child is below or above a pre-determined threshold. We refer to thepercentage of children falling below the specified threshold per indicator as the
indicator vulnerability rate. Domain vulnerability is  in turn determined by the rate ofchildren that do not meet the specified threshold of one or more indicators within thatdomain.  The  construction  of  the  aggregate  child  poverty  figure  is  based  on  the  dualintersection cut-off  point,  identifying a child as poor when it  is  vulnerable in at  leasttwo  domains  (Alkire  and  Foster  2008).  This  type  of  poverty  line  proved  robust  andprevented  the  poverty  rate  to  be  inflated  by  single  indicators,  as  is  the  case  whenusing the union approach (Alkire and Foster 2008). This dual cut-off identificationstrategy is  also employed by Gordon et al.  (2003a,  2003b) in the Bristol  deprivationapproach and referred to as the absolute poverty. In this study, we refer to the Child
Vulnerability to Poverty Rate (CVPR)16.The second outcome product is referred to as the Child Vulnerability to Poverty
Index (CVPI),  which  can  also  be  considered  a  squared  domain  severity  index.  Allindividual indicators are included in the calculation of the overall index, therebyincorporating all those issues identified as valid and important for the measurementof child poverty in Vietnam.  Domain scores are calculated by averaging the indicatorvulnerability rates. Using squared domain scores as a subsequent weighting schemegives the index a “severity” element as higher vulnerability scores are given a largerweight. It was deemed appropriate to apply a scheme that would highlight worsesituations for children and give those greater weights rather than assigning weights
15 Lower levels  of  aggregation refer to individual  and domain indicators,  while  lower levels  ofdecomposition refer to indicators per demographic group.16 A  formal  notation  of  the  CVPR  can  be  found  in  chapter  6,  where  it  is  referred  to  as  ChildPoverty.
False Positives or Hidden Dimensions ?23on the basis of a prioritization of domains, which would be subject to a large degree ofsubjectivity and value judgment. Applying the “severity” scheme to domain scoresrather than indicator scores implies full compensability within domains but notbetween  domains.  Within  one  domain,  a  bad  performance  on  one  indicator  can  beoffset with a good performance on another indicator. Full compensability betweendomains is abandoned when using squared domain scores. A high poverty rate in, forexample, health can not be offset by a low poverty rate in water and sanitation. This isthought to properly reflect the actual situation of children as poverty in one domaincan not just simply be compensated by affluence in another. The overall index is thencalculated by averaging the weighted domain scores. The normalization of indicatorson the basis of  a target reference value of  0 percent provides an overall  index scorethat assesses the regional performance towards an absolute, desirable level that isstable over time. The regional index scores and consequent ranking is not dependenton the relative performance of regions in comparison to the best-performing region oraverage regional performance, which are not a stable reference point over time.Further, applying this scheme to domain scores rather than indicator scores impliesfull  compensability within domains but not between domains.  Within one domain,  abad performance on one indicator can be offset with a good performance on anotherindicator. Full compensability between domains is abandoned when using squareddomain scores, meaning that a high vulnerability rate in, for example, health cannot beoffset by a low vulnerability rate in water and sanitation. This is thought to properlyreflect the actual situation of children as vulnerability in one domain cannot justsimply  be  compensated  by  affluence  in  another.  Index  scores  are  calculated  for  theeight regions of Vietnam for the purposes of geographical comparisons.2.6 Empirical resultsThis section presents the child poverty estimates for Vietnam on the basis of theChild Vulnerability to Poverty methodology and MICS data. Table 2.3 shows theincidence  rates  decomposed  by  gender,  area  (urban  versus  rural  areas),  region  andage group. Findings suggest that child vulnerability to poverty rate is 36 percent.There is  no significant difference between boys and girls but we can observe a greaturban-rural divide. Approximately one out of ten children living in urban areas areidentified  as  being  vulnerable  to  poverty,  while  this  figure  is  four  times  higher  forchildren living in rural areas. Further, the poverty figures display great differencesbetween regions. Vulnerability to poverty is lowest in the Red River Delta and SouthEast regions, ranging from 11 to 21 percent, and highest in the North East and NorthWest regions with figures ranging from 58 to 77 percent17. With respect to age groups,we observe high rates of  vulnerability for the youngest children,  in age brackets 0-2and  3-4,  and  the  oldest  children  at  age  15.  These  results,  however,  should  beinterpreted with caution. Not all indicators are observable for all children. Forexample, 7 indicators are observable for children in age bracket 6-10 while 9
17 The Red River Delta and South East regions respectively include the capital Hanoi and Ho ChiMinh  City.  The  North  West  and  North  East  regions  are  mountainous  regions  in  the  north  ofVietnam.
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indicators  are  observable  for  those  in  age  bracket  3-4.  Hence,  the  latter  group  bydefinition has more chance to be included in the vulnerability figures.
Table 2.3 Child Vulnerability to Poverty RatesMICS, n=10874Child Vulnerability toPoverty Rate
Total 36.65
Male 36.86
Female 35.42***
Urban 12.04
Rural 43.40***
Red River Delta 11.26
North East 58.76
North West 77.65
North Central Coast 30.95
South Central Coast 28.79
Central Highlands 40.53
South East 22.63
Mekong River Delta 59.95***
0-2 51.12
3-4 52.04
5 28.08
6-10 27.30
11-14 35.05
15 36.14
Source: Authors’ calculations from MICS 2006
Note: ***<0.001, significance level chi-squared
group equality of meansThe  results  for  the  composite  CVPI  and  the  underlying  domain  indices  arepresented in Table 2.4, providing detailed information about regional performances.Table 2.4 presents the composite CVPI score as well as rankings based on the overallCVPI  and  domain  scores.  Regional  rankings  for  the  good  performing  regions,  RedRiver Delta and South East, and poor performing rankings, North East and North Westprove to be rather consistent over the range of domains. In accordance with thedomain rankings, the ranking positions of these regions for the CVPI are respectivelythe  first  and  second  place  and  the  seventh  and  eighth  place.  The  middle  rankings,however, vary depending on the domain. The North Central Coast region, for example,holds rankings positions 2 to 7 depending on the specific domain. With respect to thecomposite CVPI, it holds the fourth position. Further, when comparing regionalrankings on the basis of the CVPI with the CVPR results in Table 2.3, it can be observedthat rankings are similar among the higher ranks but different among the lower ranks.While the Mekong River Delta ranks one but last using the CVPR method, it holdsranking  position  5  for  the  CVPI.  The  Central  Highlands  and  North  East  hold  a  lower
False Positives or Hidden Dimensions ?25rank  when  using  CVPI  compared  to  CVPR,  further  indicating  that  the  choice  ofmethodology can have strong implications for the final poverty estimates.
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False Positives or Hidden Dimensions ?27The empirical findings from both the CVPR as well as CVPI are valuable foradvocacy and policy input in Vietnam. Due to the intuitive nature of the CVPR and itsrecognition of issues relevant for children in Vietnam, it is an appealing tool to createawareness about child poverty in the country. The outcomes are understandable andmeaningful for the general public as well as for more informed stakeholders. Further,due to the explicit discussion of underlying concepts and constructs, the findings canbe presented with full transparency and information. The same holds for the CVPI. Incombination with the CVPR, the index estimates provide valuable input for especiallypolicy  makers  at  the  regional  level.  The  CVPI  provides  an  insight  into  regionalperformance while the CVPR can complement this with detailed information at theindividual level of the child. The opportunities and limitations of both tools are cleardue to the structured development guided by the generic construction process. Thisclarity ensures that the tools are adequately used for the appropriate purposes in theproper context.2.7 ConclusionThis paper argues and illustrates the importance of making conscious and explicitchoices and decisions when developing or using a child poverty approach. Manyscholars  have  voiced,  in  different  contexts  and  forms,  the  strong  links  betweendifferent underlying elements of poverty approaches and the importance ofacknowledging them to arrive at sound poverty analysis. Nevertheless, many childpoverty studies, either focusing on the development or application of a child povertyapproach,  fail  to  explicitly  discuss  definitions  and  concepts.  As  a  result,  approachesmight overlook other, possibly more suitable, options and opportunities in theirdevelopment or create confusion about why a specific group of children is identifiedas  poor  or  not.  This  paper  proposes  a  generic  construction  process  that  serves  asguide for those wishing to develop or apply any child poverty approach, responding toresearchers that call for more transparency and acknowledgement of underlyingconcepts. The process contributes to unambiguous and solid foundations of childpoverty approaches and avoids misunderstandings and –interpretations when usedfor analytical or policy purposes.The application to the case of Vietnam illustrates that the generic constructionprocess ensures a consistent and structured development of a child poverty approachas it guides you through the various steps in a logical sequence. As each step builds onthe  previous,  one  is  forced  to  be  explicit  in  each  one  of  them  and  to  make  a  soliddecision. This does not only benefit the actual development of the approach but alsothe consequent use in analytical or policy terms. The clear and transparent discussionassists scholars, practitioners and policy makers in choosing the appropriateapproach for their intentions and to adequately interpret the results and findings. InVietnam, one can now benefit from child poverty estimations that are geared to thespecific cultural and social context, multidimensional and child-focused to createawareness about the issue of child poverty and inform policies towards the reductionof child poverty.This study focuses primarily on child poverty measurement but further research isrequired to explore the use of the generic construction process in other contexts. For
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the time being, we strongly encourage the development and implementation of anytype of poverty approach to take place in an explicit and transparent manner.
False Positives or Hidden Dimensions ?29
Chapter 3CHILD POVERTY IN VIETNAM – PROVIDING INSIGHTSUSING A COUNTRY-SPECIFIC ANDMULTIDIMENSIONAL MODEL 18
In  the  last  two  decades,  the  issue  of  child  poverty  has  received  increasing
attention worldwide. The acknowledgement in Vietnam that child-specific
poverty measurement is crucial for poverty efforts directed towards children,
and  the  current  lack  thereof,  instigated  the  development  of  a  Vietnam  child
poverty approach. In this paper, we develop a country-specific, multidimensional
and outcome-based child poverty approach, taking into account policymakers’
perspectives and current advances in child poverty measurement. The approach
is  applied  to  household  survey  data  from  2006  to  obtain  an  in-depth  child
poverty profile. Findings suggest that 37 percent of all children in Vietnam live in
poverty, with the most pressing areas of deprivation being water, sanitation and
leisure. Further, we do not find evidence for a gender bias but do observe a large
urban-rural divide, regional disparities and large ethnic inequalities. We argue
that  this  tailor-made  approach  is  a  valuable  new  tool  for  policy  makers  and
analysts  in  Vietnam  as  it  enables  identification  and  analysis  of  poor  children,
their characteristics and most pressing areas of deprivation within the country’s
specific social and cultural context.
18 Based upon:Roelen, Keetie, Franziska Gassmann and Chris de Neubourg (2009) Child Poverty in Vietnam- providing insights using a country-specific and multidimensional model, Social Indicators
Research, DOI: 10.1007/s11205-009-9522-x and Roelen, Keetie and Franziska Gassmann(20xx) Multidimensional Child Poverty in Vietnam – a case study in A. Minujin (Eds) Child
Poverty: A global perspective, Policy Press, forthcoming.
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3.1 IntroductionThe  need  for  a  child  focused  perspective  in  the  development  and  povertyreduction  process  has  been  widely  recognized  over  the  last  decade  (e.g.  CHIP  2004,Gordon et al. 2003a, 2003b, Minujin et al. 2005)19. Several reasons can be put forwardfor the importance of such a child-focused approach towards poverty (see e.g. Boyden2006, Gordon et al. 2003a, 2003b, Minujin et al. 2005, Young Lives 2001; Waddington2004). High dependency on the direct environment for the distribution of basic needsputs  children  at  a  higher  risk  of  poverty  and  makes  their  situation  less  transparent(e.g.  White,  Leavy  and  Masters  2002).  Further,  poverty  often  manifests  itself  as  avicious  circle,  causing  children  to  be  trapped  in  poverty  from  birth  onwards  (e.g.Corak 2006a; DWP 2002).  Moreover,  children have different basic needs than adultsdo (e.g. Waddington 2004) and childhood deprivation can have life-long adversaryeffects  (Duncan  and  Brooks-Gunn  1997).  Child-focused  poverty  approaches  arecrucial to account for these issues and provide detailed information at the level of theindividual child. A generally accepted definition and measurement method of childpoverty is an important tool for both academics and policy makers. It does not merelyoffer the opportunity to get an insight into the poverty status of children but alsoprovides the possibility to formulate and monitor sound poverty reduction objectives,strategies and policies (e.g. Ben-Arieh 2000; Corak 2006). The country of Vietnam has experienced a period of outstanding rapid economicgrowth, after the Doi Moi (renovation) reform policies that came into place in the late1980’s. Central planning made way for free-market oriented economic policies,bringing about great changes in the agricultural sector, private business andemployment development, foreign trade and social sector policies, creating businessand entrepreneurial opportunities for Vietnamese as well as foreigners. The reformsproved to be greatly beneficial for Vietnam’s economic performance, with averageeconomic growth rates of 6.9 percent from 1988 to 1994 and 7.4 percent from 1994 to2000 (Glewwe 2004). Furthermore, monetary poverty was also reduced notably; from58 percent in 1993 to 19.5 percent in 2004 (VASS 2006). The demographicdecomposition  of  these  poverty  figures  in  terms  of  region,  gender  and  ethnicity  arewidely available and studies of specific groups well-documented (see e.g. Baulch et al.2007, Minot 2000, Minot and Baulch 2004, Nguyen 2007). Analysis of various agegroups, however, is less common and as a consequence little is known about childrenand their situation in Vietnam. Until now, there have not been any comprehensivepoverty  analyses  in  Vietnam  for  children,  presenting  a  knowledge  gap  for  policymakers  and  analysts  in  their  efforts  to  design,  implement  and  evaluate  policiesdirected towards children.This paper presents a tailor-made approach for measuring child poverty inVietnam  and  analyzes  its  empirical  outcomes  on  the  basis  of  data  from  the  2006Multiple Indicator Cluster Survey (MICS). The remainder of this paper is structured asfollows: firstly, the concepts and underlying theories of the multidimensional versusmonetary poverty are discussed. Secondly, the processes of identification andaggregation are described, leading to the set of domains and indicators. Next, the data
19 This paragraph shows overlap with section 1.2; readers having read that section are advisedto continue with the next paragraph.
False Positives or Hidden Dimensions ?31and its opportunities and limitations are outlined. The conceptual framework is thenextended to a practical construction and findings for multidimensional child povertyincidence, depth and severity are presented and discussed. Finally, we drawconclusions about the value and use of the approach put forward in this paper in bothacademic and policy terms.3.2 Conceptual FrameworkDifferent scholars have emphasized the importance of having a clearunderstanding  of  the  underlying  rationale  and  concept  of  a  poverty  approach  to  beable to adequately and appropriately use it  (e.g.  Ravallion 1994,  Roelen et al.  2009a,Laderchi  et  al.  2003,  Vandivere  and  McPhee  2008)  and  the  lack  thereof  in  manypoverty debates (Noble et al. 2006). Avoiding this fallacy, we firstly outline theconceptual framework of our child poverty approach before turning to otherdefinitional and methodological choices inherent to the development of a (child)poverty approach.The approach’s conceptual framework is a result of extensive discussions anddeliberations with policymakers (including line ministries, UN agencies and otherinternational organizations20) and a careful assessment of current advances in childpoverty  measurement.  A  first  step  in  the  conceptual  framework  is  to  consider  amonetary versus multidimensional focus, a division that is commonly made within thearea of poverty measurement. While monetary definitions refer to the measurementof poverty on the basis of income or expenditures, multidimensional measurementincorporate a larger range of attributes that are assumed to reflect the state ofpoverty. Money-metric poverty measurement was and remains the most widely usedmethod for poverty analysis world-wide (Redmond 2008, Laderchi et al. 2003), basedon the rationale that individuals with a certain degree of purchasing power are able tofulfil their basic needs (Thorbecke 2008, Tsui 2002). However, an increasing numberof scholars reject the conceptual notion that monetary measures adequately reflectthe  state  of  human  development  (Wagle  2009).  Moreover,  there  are  a  number  ofdrawbacks of the monetary approach, also in terms of child poverty measurement. Itsunderlying rationale assumes that all attributes for the fulfilment of basic needs canbe  purchased  on  markets  and  expressed  in  monetary  terms.  However,  in  manyinstances  those  markets  do  not  exist  or  function  imperfectly  (Thorbecke  2008,Bourguignon  and  Chakravarty  2003,  Tsui  2002)  and  monetary  values  can  not  beassigned to specific attributes21 (Thorbecke 2008, Hulme and McKay 2008). Further,when individuals or households have sufficient income for the purchase of a basicbasket of goods, it does not directly imply that it is also spent on this basket of goods(Thorbecke  2008).  Also,  income  is  predominantly  measured  at  the  household  level,not capturing intra-household distribution (Hulme and McKay 2008). Finally, childrenare  not  economic  agents  and  therefore  not  able  to  generate  income  to  sustain  their
20 The first identification of the rationale and purpose of the child poverty approach in Vietnamwas primarily the result of extensive discussions and interviews with UNICEF Vietnam andthe Ministry of Labour, Invalids and Social Affairs (MOLISA) in Vietnam.21 Consider attributes such as literacy, numeracy, life expectancy, social participation andinformation.
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own livelihood, making monetary indicators inadequate tools for capturing childpoverty (White, Leavy and Masters 2002). Against the backdrop of these conceptualand  technical  drawbacks  of  the  money-metric  poverty  approach,  we  deem  it  moresuitable to develop a multidimensional approach for the measurement of childpoverty in Vietnam, including other aspects than income that are considered to moreadequately reflect the state of poverty.A second consideration within the approach’s conceptual frameworkconcerns opportunity versus outcome-based measurement. Amartya Sen’s work(1976, 1979, 1985) on poverty and the capability approach was groundbreaking forthe topic of multidimensional poverty measurement, focusing on individuals’capabilities  to  reach  an  improved  standard  of  living  that  is  not  merely  reflected  byincome. Capabilities can also be referred to as a “[…] persons freedom to promote orachieve  valuable  functionings.”  (Alkire  2002).  In  other  words,  the  capabilitiesapproach can thus be classified as an opportunity-based theory as opposed to anoutcome-based one (Robeyns 2003) or ex-ante rather than ex-post method(Thorbecke 2008). We choose to focus on an outcome-based rather than opportunity-based approach for two reasons. Firstly, capabilities and opportunities are very hardto  define  and  observe,  making  it  difficult  to  operationalize  Sen’s  approach  (Alkire2002). Secondly, children might not have the power to fully utilize their set ofcapabilities. They are dependent on their direct environment, including parents,family and community, to turn capabilities into positive outcomes. Therefore, it ispreferable  to  focus  on  outcomes  to  learn  about  children’s  actual  state  of  living(Thorbecke 2008).Furthermore, the approach presented here is child-specific, measuring childpoverty at the level of the individual child. Focusing on the individual child as unit ofanalysis ensures that the actual situation of that child is considered and there is noneed for assumptions about the distribution of resources within the household (Whiteet al. 2002). The importance of a child-centric analysis with respect to poverty is alsoemphasized  within  the  deprivation  approach  (Gordon  et  al.  2003a,  2003b)  and  amodel of child poverty for South Africa (Noble, Wright and Cluver 2006).Finally, the proposed approach is tailored to fit the social and cultural contextof Vietnam, including issues that are deemed to adequately reflect child poverty. Alongthe lines of the consistency versus specificity trade-off (Thorbecke 2008), we havechosen to be specific at the national level to enable consistent intra-countrycomparisons. Employing a country-specific approach also provides the opportunity toincorporate country-specific thoughts and processes on child well-being such as theLaw on the Protection, Care and Education of Children (Socialist Republic of Vietnam2004) and ensures the usefulness of this approach for its intended purposes, namelypolicy advocacy,  design and evaluation in Vietnam.3.3 Identification and AggregationOn the basis of these premises, a number of choices have to be made in the actualconstruction of the child poverty approach. Sen (1976) referred to a two-step processin poverty measurement, namely identification and aggregation. Identification can besaid to refer to the selection of domains and indicators, thresholds within eachdomain,  weights  and  the  multidimensional  poverty  line  (Alkire  and  Foster  2008).
False Positives or Hidden Dimensions ?33Aggregation  concerns  the  summary  of  individual  level  information  to  an  aggregatestatistic.By definition, a multidimensional approach is comprised of a set of domains,reflecting different aspects that are considered to constitute poverty. Indicators areselected to give a comprehensive representation of the development within therespective domains. An elaborate discussion on the choice of domains and indicatorsis important as it is subject to value judgments, which should be made as explicit aspossible,  and  should  be  firmly  grounded  in  the  academic  and  policy  arena  (Alkire2002). While some scholars, such as Nussbaum (2000, 1992), suggest the use of auniversal  list  of  domains  and  indicators,  others  advocate  for  a  context-specific  set(Alkire 2008). Sen (1993) proposes that a set of domains or indicators “[…] has to berelated to the underlying concerns and values” (Sen 1993, p. 32). Therefore we selectdomains and indicators that are specific to the situation for children in Vietnam,thereby ensuring its relevance for national analysts and policy makers. Alkire (2008)and Biggeri (2007) identified various methods for the selection of domains formultidimensional poverty measurement purposes. These selection methods includethe assessment of available data, expert opinions or assumptions, public consensus,participatory assessments and empirical evidence about people’s values with respectto  poverty  and  well-being  (Alkire  2008,  Biggeri  2007).  All  these  methods  haveadvantages and disadvantages to its use and alone do not suffice as a valid selectionmethod (Alkire 2008). Robeyns (2006) further describes an ideal-feasible choiceprocess  as  one  of  the  several  procedural  criteria  in  the  selection  of  domains  andindicators.A combination of Alkire (2008) and Biggeri’s (2007) selection methods against thebackdrop  of  Robeyns’  (2006)  ideal-feasible  process  was  used  for  the  selection  ofdomains and indicators. Ideal indicators, on the basis of assumptions, expert opinions,public consensus and participatory data, were immediately screened against indicatorcharacteristics that followed from the approach’s conceptual framework. Firstly, theindicators should ideally be child-specific. Nevertheless, it is inevitable to measurecertain indicators related to shelter, water and sanitation at the household level assuch  data  is  only  available  at  the  household  level  (Gordon  et  al.  2003a,  2003b).Secondly, indicators should be easily observable and thereby measurable (Moore,Lippmann  and  Brown  2004),  implying  that  indicators  about  quality  of  services,  forexample, are difficult to include in our list of indicators. Thirdly, indicators should beeasily  interpretable.  To  be  able  to  use  indicators  for  the  provision  of  informationabout a certain aspect of child poverty and to feed into the policy making andmonitoring process, they should be easily interpretable in an unambiguous way(Moore,  Lippmann  and  Brown  2004).  Fourthly,  indicators  should  be  factual.  Hence,they should measure facts rather than subjective opinions and have the same meaningover time as well as different groups within the overall reference population (Gordonet al 2003b). Finally, the indicators should adhere to the values and norms of thespecific society in order to be meaningful (Thorbecke 2008). In this study, the chosenindicators should fit the Vietnamese context and are as such culture and society-specific.The method of assumptions and expert opinion inspired a first set of domains andindicators, complemented by those identified on the basis of public consensus. Next,participatory processes were employed to account for the views of  stakeholders and
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key-informants, thereby ensuring the incorporation of the Vietnamese context. A finalselection  mechanism  at  work  during  the  identification  process  for  domains  was  theassessment  of  existing  data  and  data  availability.  The  ideal  list  of  domains  includedincome, education, health, nutrition, transport, communication, subjective well-being,safety,  shelter  and  water  and  sanitation,  social  inclusion  and  protection.  Key-informants interviews, an in-depth assessment of available data and consistencycheck  with  the  conceptual  framework  provided  a  reduced  and  final  feasible  list  ofseven  domains  and  twelve  indicators,  see  Table  3.1.  The  income  dimension  was  leftout of consideration because it was considered a means to an end rather than an endin  itself  and  did  not  fit  the  pre-defined  purpose  and  outcome-based  concept  of  theapproach. The issues of communication, safety and transport were not considereddimensions properly reflecting the poverty status of Vietnamese children and did notfit the country’s context. The dimension referring to children’s nutrition had to be leftout of consideration due to data constraints. Lack of data also restricted the inclusionof more indicators with respect to social protection and inclusion.
Table 3.1 Indicators of the Vietnam child poverty approach 22Domain Indicators% of children not enrolled at the appropriate level1. Education poverty % of children not having completed primary school2. Health poverty % of children not fully immunized% of children living in dwellings without electricity% of children living in dwellings without proper roofing3. Shelter poverty % of children living in dwellings without proper flooring% of children living in dwellings without hygienic sanitation4. Water and Sanitationpoverty % of children living in dwellings without safe drinking water5.Child work % of children working% of children not having toys6. Leisure poverty % of children not having at least one book7. Social inclusion andprotection poverty % of children not having their birth registeredAfter having identified the set of domains and indicators, one has to consider thequestion of how to weigh these different elements in constructing the compositemeasure  (Alkire  and  Foster  2008).  Regardless  of  the  weighting  scheme  chosen,  it  issubject to value judgments and remains a debatable issue. Existing (child) povertyapproaches have opted for different schemes, some applying equal weighting (e.g.Gordon  et  al.  2003,  Bradshaw  et  al.  2006,  Land  2001)  while  others  have  usedstatistical  inference methods such as principal  component analysis (e.g.  Tanton et al.2006) or stated preference methods (e.g. Kruijk and Rutte 2007, Watson et al. 2008).The choices for these methods are inspired by practical and feasibility considerations,conceptual motivations and technical reasons. With respect to the child povertyapproach in Vietnam, we opt for an equal weighting strategy. Conceptualconsiderations  have  not  resulted  in  compelling  reasons  to  assign  greater  weight  tocertain domains over others. Moreover, applying factor analysis did not provideresults in support of differential weights for different indicators or domains. Finally,
22 Please refer to 3.8.1 Annex 1 for the exact definition of indicators and cut-off points.
False Positives or Hidden Dimensions ?35Hagerty and Land (2007) argue that the use of an equal-weighting strategy is justifiedin case stated preferences are unknown.The multidimensional poverty line of our approach for calculating the povertyheadcount is  based on a dual cut-off  identification strategy (Alkire and Foster 2008)as opposed to other options such as the union and intersection approach (Atkinson2003). The dual cut-off identification strategy implies that a child is identified as beingpoor  when  he/she  is  vulnerable  in  at  least  two  domains.  In  turn,  domain  poverty  isconstituted by not meeting the poverty line for at least one of the indicators withinthat domain. Poverty in at least one domain constitutes poverty in terms of the unionapproach and poverty in all domains constitutes poverty along the definition of theintersection approach (Atkinson 2003). While the intersection approach is generallyconsidered to be too constricting, excluding too many from the definition of poverty,the union approach is widely thought to be too inclusive and leads to overestimationsof  poverty  (Alkire  and  Foster  2008).  The  dual  cut-off  identification  strategy  is  analternative measure, which satisfies a number of important properties such asdecomposability, symmetry and dimensional monotonicity (Alkire and Foster 2008)
23. This type of aggregation of the poor, defining a poverty limit for each attribute andaggregating over attributes per individual rather than aggregating over individualsper attribute, was pioneered by Bourguignon and Chakravarty (2003) and influencedconcurrent development of multidimensional (child) poverty approaches (see Gordonet al. 2003, Alkire and Foster 2008). In addition to the poverty headcount, we also consider the depth and severity ofchild poverty in terms of a child poverty gap and severity measure. A simple count ofdeprivations would not suffice for these purposes and provide biased results as not allindicator deprivations are observable for children of all ages24.  In  response  to  thisissue, we calculate the normalized child poverty gap, dividing the total number ofobserved deprivations by the maximum number of observable deprivations perindividual child. The child poverty gap ratio indicates the average poverty gap of thetotal population as a percentage of the maximum number of observable deprivations.Child poverty severity is consequently calculated by taking the square value of thenormalized poverty gap, thereby assigning greater weight to those children with alarger poverty gap. The calculation of the child poverty depth and severity in thismanner is in line with the calculation of the monetary poverty indicators and can beused  parallel  in  a  comprehensive  poverty  analysis.  To  our  knowledge,  the  onlyprevious attempt to measure the depth and severity of child poverty was undertaken
23 The technical notation of the calculation of child poverty figures can be found in chapter 6.24 For example, indicators with respect to education are only collected for children from 5 yearsand upwards while information with respect to leisure and social inclusion and protection isonly available for children below the age of 5 years. A total count of deprivations would thusbias  the  results  in  terms  of  child  depth  and  severity  towards  children  for  whom  moredeprivations are observable. The fact that not all indicators are observable for children of allages creates difficulties in terms of measurement and direct comparisons but makes sense inconceptual terms. Whilst the observation of child immunization (which is only observed forchildren  2-4  in  the  current  data)  would  be  meaningful  for  a  8-year  old  child,  it  is  notconceptually meaningful to have an observation with respect to education or child labour fora 2-year old child.
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by Delamonica and Minujin (2007).  However,  rather than focusing on the individualchild, they focused on the household as the unit of analysis.3.4 DataThe data used for our study is the Multiple Indicator Cluster Survey (MICS) from200625.  The  Vietnam  MICS  is  based  on  the  standardized  MICS  surveys  as  technicallysupported by UNICEF.  The first  and second round was conducted in 1995 and 2000,while  the  third  round  was  completed  in  2006.  The  survey  contains  a  range  ofquestions especially focused on education, health, accommodation,HIV/AIDS and is separated into a questionnaire for households, women ofreproductive age and children under five. Regions were identified as the mainsampling domains and the sample was selected in two stages, based on enumerationareas  from  the  census  (GSO  2007).  The  sample  consists  of  a  total  number  of  8.356households with 36.573 individuals out of which 10.874 are children up to 16 years ofage. Household surveys like the MICS provide micro-data at the level of the individualchild, allowing for the possibility to derive all deprivations back to the individual child.A number of limitations are also inherent to the use of the MICS. Micro-data from thesurvey  is  not  collected  for  all  children  of  all  age  groups,  data  on  nutrition  is  notavailable at the time of writing and the sampling method of the MICS (and otherhousehold surveys in Vietnam) causes a substantial group in the society to be omittedfrom the sample and subsequent data. The sample for the survey is constructed on thebasis of the official lists of registered households that have lived in the enumerationarea for at least six months (Pincus and Sender 2006, 2008). This implies thathouseholds or individuals that have recently migrated are not included in thesampling frame (Edmond and Turk 2004). Furthermore, due to the strict householdregistration system, or ho khau system, many households and individuals do notsatisfy the necessary criteria to newly register and thus stay unregistered (Pincus andSender  2006,  2008).  The  omission  of  this  group  in  society  is  not  only  an  importantissue to point out because of its suspected significant size but even more so because ofthe denial of social and public services they experience due to their status. Thestructural exclusion of this group from the data will most likely result inunderestimations for child poverty.3.5 Child Poverty Incidence, Depth and SeverityIn this section, we present empirical outcomes for the child poverty approach atthe indicator level as well as aggregate level. Tables 3.2 and 3.3 present the indicatorpoverty rates that lie at the heart of the child poverty approach. They indicate theproportions of children not meeting the thresholds for individual indicators as a shareof all children for whom the indicator can be observed.
25 This section is a more elaborate discussion of the MICS data than presented in chapter 2.
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 False Positives or Hidden Dimensions ?39The results suggest that the most pressing areas of poverty are leisure, sanitationand  health.  Almost  two-thirds  of  children  up  to  age  five  do  not  have  a  children’s  orpicture  book  and  41  percent  of  all  children  live  in  a  dwelling  without  a  hygienicsanitation  facility.  One  out  of  three  children  aged  2  to  4  have  not  received  the  fullpackage of vaccinations. The overall poverty incidence for the indicators referring tothe availability of toys, child labour and type of flooring in the dwelling that the childresides in is between 20 and 30 percent. Almost one out of five children aged 5-15 arenot  net  enrolled.  Primary  school  completion,  electricity  and  proper  roofing  in  thechild’s dwelling, safe drinking water and birth registration are indicators with thelowest overall poverty rates, ranging from 4 to 13 percent. Demographicdecomposition of  these figures displays large disparities for some groups,  which canalso  differ  from  indicator  to  indicator.  Across  the  board,  there  is  no  sign  of  genderinequality. All indicators display fairly equal poverty rates for boys and girls.Decomposition  by  area,  however,  suggests  a  large  urban-rural  divide  in  Vietnam.Although significant, the rates and their differences are fairly modest with respect tothe educational and social protection indicators. However, large disparities can beobserved especially when considering the water and sanitation and shelter domains.Poverty incidence in terms of these indicators is four to seven times higher in ruralareas than it  is  in urban areas.  Regional results also display considerable differenceswith respect to indicator poverty rates. The Red River Delta region holds the smallestpercentage of vulnerable children in terms of all indicators, except for child labour.The Northern mountainous North West and North East regions are always among theregions with the highest proportion of vulnerable children followed by the MekongRiver Delta and Central Highlands regions. Nevertheless, the regional rankings ofpoverty rates differ from indicator to indicator, especially among the middle rankings.The North Central Coast region, for example, ranks second best with respect to theeducational indicators while it has the second largest poverty rate when consideringthe leisure domain. Finally, interpretation of age group results is less straightforwardas not all indicators are observed for all children. Nevertheless, the results indicate, inline  with  intuition,  that  older  children  are  more  vulnerable  with  respect  to  netenrolment while a larger proportion of younger children suffer poverty in terms ofleisure and social protection and inclusion.The poverty results for the individual indicators are further aggregated to arrive atcomposite poverty indicators, which are presented in Table 3.4. Along the lines of theunion approach, child deprivation is constituted by deprivation in at least one domain.By the same token, the dual cut-off identification strategy implies that child poverty isbased on deprivation in at least two domains.
Table 3.4 Child deprivation and poverty incidence rates by demographic groupsChild Deprivation Rate( one-domain povertyline) Child Poverty Rate(two-domain povertyline)
Total 66.97 36.65
Gender
Male 66.39 36.86
Female 67.58 35.42
Area *** ***
Urban 38.80 12.04
Rural 74.70 43.40
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Region *** ***
Red River Delta 47.63 11.26
North East 80.20 58.76
North West 93.09 77.65
North Central Coast 68.49 30.95
South Central Coast 60.61 28.79
Central Highlands 74.21 40.53
South East 55.14 22.63
Mekong River Delta 83.20 59.95
Ethnicity *** ***
Kinh/Chinese 61.51 28.27
Other 93.96 78.09
Age group *** ***
0-2 82.98 51.12
3-4 76.50 52.04
5 60.52 28.08
6-10 56.21 27.30
11-14 65.38 35.05
15 73.59 36.14
Source: Authors’ calculations from MICS 2006
Note: ***<0.001, significance level chi-squared group equality of meansOverall  child deprivation amounts to 67 percent,  while 37 percent of  all  childrenare identified to be poor. The patterns for both child deprivation and child povertyconsidering different demographic groups are similar to those observed for individualindicators.  There  is  no  significant  difference  in  poverty  incidence  for  boys  and  girls.Furthermore, poverty incidence is much higher in rural areas than it is in urban areas,regardless  of  the  poverty  definition  used.  Rural  child  deprivation  is  74  percentcompared to 39 percent in urban areas. The disparity is even greater in terms of childpoverty with respective rates of 12 and 43 percent. Regional figures point towards theNorth West and North East regions as bad performers while the Red River Delta andSouth East regions hold the lowest poverty rates. Child poverty has an incidence rateof 11 percent in the Red River Delta, while this amounts to 78 percent in the NorthWest region. These large spatial differences have also been identified in previousstudies relating to monetary indicators (see e.g. Minot and Baulch 2004, Minot 2000,Nguyen 2007).  With respect to age groups,  we observe high rates of  poverty for theyoungest  children,  in  age  brackets  0-2  and  3-4,  and  the  oldest  children  of  age  15.These  results,  however,  only  present  a  partial  picture  as  not  all  indicators  areobservable for all children. For example, 7 indicators are observable for children inage bracket 6-10 while 9 indicators are observable for those in age bracket 3-4. Hence,the latter group by definition has more chance to be included in the poverty figures.The figures in Table 3.4 indicate that child deprivation is  almost twice as high aschild poverty, basing poverty measurement on the union approach compared to thedual cut-off identification strategy. The high headcount rate for child deprivationconfirms the previously identified inclusive nature of the method, suggesting that itsuffers a large inclusion error and does not discriminate well between poor and non-poor children. This finding underlines the conceptual reasoning to employ childpoverty as the most preferred method. Moreover, we tested the robustness of results.Sensitivity was checked by plotting child poverty rates against various cut-off
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points/poverty lines for children living in different regions. Figure 3.1 indicates thatpoverty rankings only change when using cut-off points higher than two domains,illustrating the approach’s robustness.
Figure 3.1 Sensitivity plot poverty rates for different cut-off points
Source: Authors’ calculations from MICS 2006A  more  detailed  picture  of  child  poverty  in  Vietnam  and  the  most  commoncombinations of domain poverty can be obtained by considering the overlap ofdomain poverty. An insight into these combinations of domain poverty might provideimportant input into the policy formulation and design process when effectivelyaiming to reduce child poverty in multiple dimensions. The poverty incidence rates inTable 3.5 represent the proportion of children that are considered poor in bothdomains  as  a  share  of  all  children  for  whom  both  domains  can  be  observed.  Forexample, 6.7 percent of all children aged 5-15 that are deprived with respect to botheducation and shelter. Correlation coefficients for the corresponding combinationsand their levels of significance are also reported in Table 3.5.
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Table 3.5 Overlap domain poverty and correlation matrix
education health shelter water and
sanitation
labour leisure
social
inclusion
and
protection5-15,n=8167 5-15,n=8167 5-15, n=8167 5-14,n=72286.7% 10.9% 4.7%education 18.7% x 0.1626* 0.1654* 0.1309* x x2-4,n=1627 2-4,n=1627 2-4, n=1627 2-4,n=1627 2-4, n=162712.8% 19.2% 23.2% 4.2%health 31.3% 0.2745* 0.2209* x 0.2084* 0.2029*0-15,n=10874 0-15,n=10874 5-14,n=7228 0-4,n=2707 0-4, n=270720.4% 7.1% 22.8% 6.7%shelter 24.6% 0.4351* 0.1167* 0.2574* 0.2730*0-15,n=10874 5-14,n=7228 0-4,n=2707 0-4, n=270712.1% 39.5% 9.4%water andsanitation 44.1% 0.1043* 0.3232* 0.2660*5-14,n=7228
labour 23.7% x x0-4,n=2707 0-4, n=270711.5%leisure 69.1% 0.2257*0-4, n=2707social
inclusion
and
protection
12.4%
Source: Authors’ calculations from MICS 2006
Notes: X indicates that no overlap could be observed due to non-corresponding age groups, *<0.01,
significance level Phi correlation coefficient
  False Positives or Hidden Dimensions ?43The most prevalent combinations of deprivation inevitably include domains withthe highest poverty rates. The combined deprivation of leisure and water andsanitation is most prevalent with an incidence rate of 40 percent for children aged 0-4.In  other  words,  4  out  of  10  children  in  Vietnam  aged  0-4  suffer  deprivation  withrespect  to  leisure  as  well  as  water  and  sanitation.  Shelter  and  health  poverty  incombination with leisure poverty is suffered by respectively 23 percent of thedifferent age groups. The domains referring to housing conditions are most stronglyassociated with a correlation coefficient of 0.435. Despite high incidence rates, thecorrelation coefficients do not display a high degree of correlation between domaindeprivations. These low coefficients are largely due to taking the whole childpopulation in Vietnam as reference group. The poverty incidence rate is 37 percent,meaning that 63 percent of all children do not suffer deprivation in a combination ofat  least  two  domains.  The  inclusion  of  the  non-poor  children  in  the  reference  groupweakens the overall correlation coefficients.In addition to assessing the magnitude of multidimensional child poverty inVietnam, we also consider its depth and severity. The methods used for the povertygap and severity indicators are compatible with those used for the standard monetarypoverty measurement. However, instead of taking the distance to the poverty line asunderlying measure, we count the total number of observed indicator deprivationsper individual child. In both the monetary and multidimensional poverty case, thepoverty  measures  can  take  a  value  between  0  and  1,  a  value  of  0  representing  nopoverty gap or severity and higher values representing increasing values of poverty.Poverty  gap  and  severity  results  for  children  of  different  demographic  groups  arepresented in Table 3.6.
Table 3.6 Child poverty depth and severityChild poverty gap ratio Child poverty severityindex
Total 0.21 0.09
Gender
Male 0.21 0.09
Female 0.21 0.09
Area *** ***
Urban 0.07 0.02
Rural 0.25 0.11
Region *** ***
Red River Delta 0.08 0.02
North East 0.31 0.16
North West 0.40 0.22
North Central Coast 0.16 0.05
South Central Coast 0.14 0.05
Central Highlands 0.22 0.09
South East 0.12 0.03
Mekong River Delta 0.28 0.12
Ethnicity *** ***
Kinh/Chinese 0.14 0.04
Other 0.41 0.22
Age group *** ***
0-2 0.29 0.14
3-4 0.27 0.13
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5 0.17 0.06
6-10 0.16 0.06
11-14 0.20 0.09
15 0.23 0.10
Source: Authors’ calculations from MICS 2006
Note: ***<0.001, significance level chi-squared group equality of meansEstimates in Table 3.6 indicate that the average normalized child poverty gap ratiois 0.21 and depth ratio 0.09. In line with the child poverty incidence rates, we find thatchildren in rural areas do not only face a higher poverty risk but also deeper and moresevere poverty than children living in urban areas. The Northern mountainous regionsare by far the poorest regions in terms of depth and severity with poverty gap ratiosthat are one and a half to twice the size of the average gap ratio and depth ratios thatare  8  to  10  times  higher  than  average.  In  terms  of  ethnicity,  children  belonging  toethnic minorities experience deeper and more severe poverty than children belongingto the Kinh/Chinese ethnic majority. Finally, the figures suggest that poverty depthand severity for children is high for young children, decreases with age until the age of10 but increases again for children aged 11-15. Deep and severe poverty for youngchildren could be attributed to the immunization and leisure indicators, whichdisplayed high rates of deprivation. By the same token, higher child depth and severityratios for children in older age brackets could be attributed to relatively highdeprivation rates in terms of net enrolment and the child work indicator.3.6 Groups of child povertyAn  analysis  of  domain  poverty  by  quintiles  on  the  basis  of  the  poverty  gap  andseverity provides further insights into the poverty characteristics of those differentgroups. However, the poverty gap ratio and severity index based on the currentmethodology for multidimensional poverty measurement do not represent acontinuous variable but consist of a limited range of values due to the count ofindicator deprivations. Therefore, the population cannot be separated into quintilesthat represent equal shares of the population. Table 3.7 presents an approximation ofthe poverty quintiles, separating the child population in five poverty groups on thebasis of their degree of poverty.
Table 3.7 Poverty groups and their degree of povertyProportion ofall children Povertyincidence Averagepoverty gapratio Averagepovertyseverity index
Total population 100 36.7 41.8 20.4
Poverty group 1 33.0 0 0 0
Poverty group 2 23.8 0 12.3 1.5
Poverty group 3 18.5 39.8 17.9 3.4
Poverty group 4 11.0 87.1 29.9 9.3
Poverty group 5 13.7 100 58.7 36.1
Source: Authors’ calculations from MICS 2006
  False Positives or Hidden Dimensions ?45Poverty groups 1 and 2 consist of children that are not considered poor. Childrenin group 1 do not suffer from poverty with respect to any indicator, whilst children ingroup  2  do  suffer  a  degree  of  poverty  albeit  below  the  poverty  line.  Groups  3  and  4include poor and non-poor children whilst group 5 consists solely of poor children.Depth and severity of poverty within these groups increases considerable from group2 to 5. On average, children in group 2 suffer poverty with respect to 12 percent of themaximum observable indicators whilst this amounts to 59 percent for the children ingroup 5. The poverty severity index confirms that children in the poorest quintilesuffer considerably more severe poverty than children in the other quintiles. Table 3.8provides further insight into the distribution of poverty over various demographicgroups and types of domain poverty suffered by the group of poorest children.
Table 3.8 Distribution of poverty and domain poverty rates in the poorest quintileShare of poverty in poorest quintile
Gender
Male 53.9
Female 46.1
Area
Urban 3.9
Rural 96.1
Region
Red River Delta 0.3
North East 31.5
North West 11.5
North Central Coast 8.6
South Central Coast 4.7
Central Highlands 6.1
South East 4.8
Mekong River Delta 32.5
Ethnicity
Kinh/Chinese 56.7
Other 43.3
Age group
0-2 24.1
3-4 17.7
5 2.9
6-10 14.6
11-14 27.6
15 13.1Domain poverty rate in poorest quintile
Education poverty 37.5
Health poverty 17.1
Shelter poverty 85.6
Water and Sanitation poverty 97.4
Child work 26.0
Leisure poverty 40.7
Social inclusion poverty 15.7
Source: Authors’ calculations from MICS 2006Estimates on the distribution of poverty illustrate the share of poverty of variousdemographic groups in the poorest quintile. Figures suggest that a greater share of the
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poor  is  male  than  female,  which  is  a  reflection  of  the  demographic  distribution  ofgender in Vietnam. The large majority of poorest children live in rural areas inVietnam, whilst the North East and Mekong River Delta regions together hold two-thirds of all poorest children. Despite the disadvantaged position of ethnic minorities,more than half of the children in the poorest group are of the Kinh/Chinese ethnicmajority as this group presents a larger proportion of the overall population.Estimates by domain poverty present the proportion of children in the poorest groupsuffering poverty in the specific  domain.  Findings indicate that almost all  children inthis group suffer from poverty with respect to water and sanitation. Shelter poverty issuffered by almost 9 out of 10 children in this group. Deprivation in other domains ismore dispersed with 4 out of 10 children suffering poverty with respect to leisure andeducation and 1 out of 4 with respect to child work. When interpreting these results,however,  one  has  to  keep  in  mind  that  indicators  in  the  shelter  and  water  andsanitation domains are observable for all children in the sample while the healthindicator, for example, is only observable for a restrictive age group. This limitation ofthe data is  likely to result  in an underestimation of  poverty for those indicators anddomains that are only observable for a restrictive group of children.The findings above and its concurrent analysis illustrate that the child povertyapproach put forward in this paper can serve as an alternative of  or complement tothe monetary poverty measurement. The presentation and interpretation is similarand provides a poverty profile for different groups of children in society. However, incontrast to standard money-metric poverty measurement approaches, themultidimensional methodology also allows for a breakdown of poverty by differentareas of development or well-being. This allows for a more in-depth poverty analysisthat can add value to the academic debate as well as policy process.3.7 ConclusionIn this paper, we propose a new approach for measuring child poverty in Vietnam,taking  a  multidimensional  and  child-specific  perspective.  It  provides  conceptual  aswell as empirical outcomes that add value to the debate on child povertymeasurement in the academic and policy arena.  The development of  a child povertyapproach that is multidimensional in nature combined with an outcome, child-specificand country-specific focus and including a measurement for poverty incidence, depthand severity comprises the study’s contribution in conceptual terms. Empiricaloutcomes include a detailed multidimensional child poverty analysis for Vietnam,providing breakdowns by demographic groups as well as indicator and domainpoverty.Conceptually, this paper explores the development of a country-specific approachto capture child poverty in a multidimensional matter. It illustrates the process ofdevelopment and the inherent choices and decisions that one has to make to constructa sound and solid approach. Empirical findings highlight a number of relevant issues.Child poverty incidence estimates indicate that every third child in Vietnam ismultidimensionally poor.  The most pressing areas for children in Vietnam are waterand sanitation, leisure and shelter. Domain poverty is lowest with respect toeducation. The poverty profile on the basis of demographic decomposition does notdisplay  any  signs  of  gender  inequality  but  does  point  towards  a  large  urban-rural
  False Positives or Hidden Dimensions ?47divide  and  regional  disparities  in  terms  of  poverty  incidence  as  well  as  depth  andseverity.  Infants  as  well  as  children  in  the  oldest  two  age  brackets  are  found  toexperience the deepest and most severe poverty. Analysis of combined domainvulnerabilities and overlap of deprivations indicate that poverty referring to shelterand water and sanitation are most closely related. Furthermore, children that arevulnerable  in  terms  of  social  inclusion  and  protection  seem  to  be  more  prone  tosuffering poverty in other domains whilst children performing labour are notnecessarily more deprived with respect to education.On the basis of the paper’s outcomes, it can be argued that this approach has anumber of advantages over the use of other approaches for the measurement of childpoverty in the specific context of Vietnam. Firstly, all deprivations can be derived backto an individual child, allowing for a detailed poverty analysis down to the level ofindividual indicators. Secondly, the approach and its measures are child-specific, usingas much information at the level of the individual child as possible for the measures ofpoverty incidence as well as depth and severity. It avoids using assumptions aboutintra-household distributions. Furthermore, the approach is tailor-made and gearedtowards national use for child poverty reduction efforts. Due to its fit with thecountry’s social and cultural standards, the approach appeals to national policymakersand is feasible with respect to available data and resources. Finally, the approach putforward  in  this  paper  proposes  the  estimation  of  child  poverty  incidence  as  well  asdepth and severity, making the approach compatible with monetary povertymeasurement in terms of poverty analysis. Against the backdrop of these advantages,it  can  serve  as  an  important  tool  for  policy-making  and  academic  research,  filling  aknowledge  gap  in  Vietnam  and  setting  an  example  for  the  development  of  othercountry-specific child poverty approaches. It provides detailed information that isdecomposable  at  different  levels  of  analysis,  allowing  for  detailed  policy  design  andevaluation. Further research should explore the relation between multidimensionaland child monetary poverty measurement using the approach put forward here.3.8 Annexes3.8.1 Annex 1 Exact definitions individual child poverty indicators asbased on MICS
Table A3.1 Exact definitions selected indicators based on MICS dataDomain Indicators Definition of indicator Definition of threshold andremarks on indicatordefinitionchildren in age 5 notattending pre-school as apercentage of all children inage 5
Educationpoverty Enrolmentpoverty rate
children in age 6-10 notattending primary school asa percentage of all childrenin age 6-10
Age definition used forcalculating net enrolment rateper level of schooling: takinginto account birth date andstart of school year. includingover-achieving children thatare in a higher level thanappropriate for their age
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children in age 11-15 notattending lower primaryschool as a percentage of allchildren in age 11-15Completionpoverty rate children in age 11-15 thathave not completedprimary education as apercentage of all children11-15
All children aged 11-15 at thetime of interview areconsidered poor when theyhave not completed primaryschoolHealthpoverty Immunizationpoverty rate children in age 2-4 thathave not received fullimmunization as apercentage of  all childrenin age 2-4
A full immunization packageincludes BCG vaccinationagainst TB, three vaccinationsagainst DPT, threevaccinations against polio anda measles vaccinationElectricitypoverty rate children living in a dwellingwithout electricity as apercentage of all children inage 0-15Roofingpoverty rate children living in a dwellingwith natural/grass roof as apercentage of all children inage 0-15
natural roof includes thatch,straw,palm leaf, bamboo tree-trunk,wood and other materials
Shelterpoverty
Flooringpoverty rate children living in a dwellingwith natural/mud floor as apercentage of all childrenage 0-15
natural/improper floorincludes materialsas earth, simple bamboo,palm, wood plank and othermaterialsSanitationpoverty rate children living in a dwellingwithout a hygienicsanitation facility as apercentage of all children inage 0-15
Hygienic sanitation facilitiesincludes flush toilets intosewerage, septic tanks or pitlatrines, ventilated improvedpit latrine, pit latrine with slaband composting latrines(following def. improvedsanitation facilities – MICS)
Water andSanitationpoverty
Water povertyrate children not drinking safedrinking water as apercentage of all children inage 0-15
Safe drinking water sourcesinclude private piped waterinto house and house’s yard,public piped water, protecteddug well, rain water andbottled water (followingdefinition of improvedsources – MICS)Child work Child workrate children age 5-14 that haveworked for an employer, inhousehold production orwere self-employed in thelast 12 months as apercentage of all children inage 5-14
Child work includes any workperformed (regardless ofnumber of days and hoursworked) for a memberoutside of the home (paid andunpaid) as well as householdproduction (on the rice field,family business or begging onthe streets) and self-
  False Positives or Hidden Dimensions ?49employment in the last 12monthsToy povertyrate children in age 0-4 that donot have store bought orhome-made toys as apercentage of all childrenage 0-4
-Leisurepoverty
Book povertyrate children in age 0-4 nothaving at least onechildren’s or picture bookas a percentage of allchildren age 0-4
-
SocialInclusionandProtectionpoverty
Birthregistrationpoverty rate children in age 0-4 nothaving a birth registrationas a percentage of allchildren age 0-4
-
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 False Positives or Hidden Dimensions ?51Chapter 4EQUAL OPPORTUNITIES FOR ALL CHILDREN INVIETNAM? – ASSESSING THE DISTRIBUTION OFCHILD POVERTY FROM A MONETARY ANDMULTIDIMENSIONAL PERSPECTIVE
26
Despite  two  decades  of  rapid  economic  growth  in  Vietnam,  child  poverty
remains a sizeable problem. This paper investigates the distribution of child
poverty  and the  existence  of  horizontal  inequalities  over  a  variety  of  groups  in
Vietnam  using  a  multitude  of  poverty  measures.  Findings  suggest  that  the
burden of child poverty is unequally shared by demographic and socio-economic
groups. Conclusions about the degree of inequality and the groups that are
disproportionately  affected  depend  on  the  poverty  indicator  used  for  analysis.
The set of poverty indicators provides complementary information to gain an in-
depth understanding of the distribution of child poverty in Vietnam.
26 Published as:Roelen, Keetie, Franziska Gassmann (2009) Equal Opportunities for all children in Vietnam –Assessing the distribution of child poverty from a monetary and multidimensionalperspective, Journal of Income Distribution 18(3-4): 206-231
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4.1 IntroductionFar  reaching  economic  reforms  that  were  implemented  in  Vietnam  in  the  late1980’s,  the  so-called  Doi  Moi  policies,  resulted  in  rapid  economic  growth  and  wereaccompanied by a steep decrease in poverty rates (Balisacan et al. 2004). Averageeconomic growth rates amounted to 6.9 percent from 1988 to 1994 and 7.4 percentfrom 1994 to 2000 (Glewwe 2004a). Central planning made way for free-marketoriented economic policies, bringing about great changes in the agricultural sector,private business and employment development, foreign trade and social sectorpolicies, creating business and entrepreneurial opportunities for Vietnamese as wellas foreigners (Glewwe 2004a). Further, it has resulted in a sharp decrease in povertywith monetary rates dropping from 29 percent in 2002 to 16 percent in 2006 (VDR2008). However, there is ample research suggesting that the economic success anddrop in poverty was not shared by all groups in society (Taylor 2004).Vietnam suffers a considerable degree of income inequality with the wealthiest 20percent of the population spending 6 times more than the poorest 20 percent of thepopulation (Haughton 2001). Research by different scholars suggests that variousaspects of poverty are disproportionately distributed over different demographic andsocio-economic groups. Nguyen et al. (2007) find that there is a large urban-ruraldivide  in  terms  of  real  per  capita  household  consumption.  Spatial  inequality  is  alsofound at regional and lower geographic levels by Minot and Baulch (2004), suggestingthat  monetary  poverty  is  concentrated  in  Vietnam’s  Northern  regions.  In  terms  ofethnicity, Baulch et al. (2007) find that ethnic minorities do not only haveconsiderably lower real per capita expenditures compared to the majorityKinh/Chinese ethnic groups but are also disproportionately disadvantaged withrespect  to  schooling  and  endowments.  Malnourishment  is  found  to  be  especiallyprevalent among children in rural areas, monetary poor households and ethnicminorities (Thang and Popkin 2003). Further, entrance rates for lower and secondaryschooling are also considerably lower in rural areas, for the monetary poorestquintiles and ethnic minorities (Glewwe 2004b). These and other findings stronglysupport the hypothesis that the outstanding economic performance and concurrentraise  in  living  standards  did  not  equally  benefit  all  in  Vietnam.  Inequality  betweensocial groups is referred to as horizontal inequality by Stewart (2002) and argued tobe an important concern for both instrumental  and direct welfare reasons.  Focusingattention on disadvantaged groups may be an efficient targeting tool, increase thegroups’ capability to contribute to their own and society’s prosperity and increasingindividuals’ well-being (Stewart 2002). When ignored, such horizontal inequalitiescan lead to far-reaching political and economic consequences (Stewart 2002). Thispaper aims to investigate the distributional pattern of poverty and deprivation andconsider the existence of horizontal inequalities in Vietnam.Previous research with respect to inequality in Vietnam has primarily focused onsingle aspects of poverty or deprivation, such as expenditures, education andnutrition, and their distribution over demographic and socio-economic groups. Acomprehensive analysis using a combination of poverty indicators is missing.Furthermore, a distributional analysis for children has not yet been undertaken,despite the increased acknowledgement that children require a special focus withinthe poverty debate (e.g. Minujin et al. 2005). To date, little is known about the
 False Positives or Hidden Dimensions ?53situation of poor children in Vietnam and the distribution of child poverty overvarious groups. This paper advances the discussion on the distribution of poverty inVietnam  by  specifically  considering  child  poverty  using  a  complementary  set  ofpoverty indicators. We assess whether children in Vietnam face equal opportunities orwhether children in specific demographic and socio-economic groups face higherpoverty risks than others using a monetary or multidimensional poverty approach.The monetary poverty approach estimates poverty on the basis of a national povertyline at the household level, based on household expenditures. The concept ofmultidimensional poverty is constructed in such a way to capture a variety ofdeprivations that are deemed to adequately reflect the poverty status of children inVietnam. In addition to the aggregate information with respect to multidimensionalpoverty, we use domain level information to draw a more detailed picture of thedistribution of child poverty. In this paper, we aim to show that the use of a set ofcomplementary poverty indicators can provide valuable insights into the distributionof poverty and guide efforts towards the reduction of inequality.The remainder of the paper is structured as follows: Firstly, we clarify the conceptsof monetary and multidimensional child poverty used for the purposes of this study.Next, the vectors of individual and characteristics are outlined. Third, we shortlyexplain the data and methodology used for our analysis. Results are then presented inthe form of an unconditional and conditional poverty profile and consequentlydiscussed. Finally, we draw conclusions on the distribution of child poverty overdifferent groups in Vietnam and the use of a complementary set of poverty indicatorsin a distributional analysis.4.2 Monetary and multidimensional child povertyChild poverty, in monetary as well as multidimensional terms, is still persistent atconsiderable rates in Vietnam. In 2006, 23 percent of all children under the age of 16were  living  in  monetary  poor  households  and  31  percent  were  poor  inmultidimensional terms27.  As a clear understanding of  the child poverty approach athand  is  crucial  for  a  sound  and  solid  poverty  analysis  and  interpretation  of  results(Ravallion 2004, Roelen et al. 2009a), this section outlines the poverty indicators usedin this study in more detail.The monetary poverty method  builds  on  per  capita  expenditures28 as underlyingwelfare  measure.  The  monetary  poverty  line  in  2006  lies  at  2559  VND  per  day,capturing the cost of a food and non-food basket (VDR 2008)29. This poverty line wasestablished  by  the  General  Statistical  Office  (GSO)  and  the  World  Bank  (WB)  and  isgenerally  referred  to  as  the  official  poverty  line.  The  use  of  this  monetary  poverty
27 Authors’ own calculations based on the Vietnam Household Living Standards Survey (VHLSS)2006  using  the  national  monetary  poverty  by  the  General  Statistics  Office  (GSO)  and  amultidimensional measure developed for UNICEF Vietnam.28 Per capita expenditures have been calculated on the basis of equal weights for eachhousehold member, making no assumptions about economics of scale. Furthermore,potential differences in living costs are not adjusted using area or regional deflators as suchinformation was not available.29 The cost component of the food basket is based on a daily intake of 2100 calories per personper day (VDR 2008).
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method for the purposes of the study at hand ensures comparability and compatibilitywith regularly published official poverty assessments. We will use the povertyheadcount rate as basic poverty measure for analysis.The multidimensional poverty method used in this paper was especially developedto identify poverty among children in Vietnam. It is a child-specific, outcome-focusedand country-specific approach, considering non-monetary aspects of deprivation thatare especially relevant for children. The approach was chosen to be multidimensionaland non-monetary in nature due to considerable drawbacks of the widely usedmonetary approach, especially in relation to child poverty measurement (see Roelenet al.  2009b,  2009c).  In order to operationalize the child poverty approach,  domainsand  indicators  are  identified  within  the  overall  conceptual  framework.  The  list  ofdomains and indicators presented in Table 4.1 are considered to adequately representthe range of issues constituting child poverty in Vietnam30.
Table 4.1 Domains and indicators of the multidimensional child poverty
VHLSS 20061. Education poverty1 Enrolment poverty ratea children in age 5 not attending pre-school as a percentage of all children in age 5b children in age 6-10 not attending primary school as a percentage of all children inage 6-10c children in age 11-15 not attending lower secondary school as a percentage of allchildren in age 11-15Completion poverty rate2 children in age 11-15 that have not completed primary education as a percentage ofall children 11-152. Health povertyHealth visit poverty rate1 children  age 2-4 not having visited a professional health facility at least once in thelast 12 months as a percentage of all children in age 2-43. Shelter poverty Electricity poverty rate1 children living in a dwelling without electricity as a percentage of all children in age 0-15Housing poverty rate2 children not living in proper housing as a percentage of all children in age 0-154. Water and Sanitation povertySanitation poverty rate1 children living in a dwelling without a hygienic sanitation facility as a percentage ofall children in age 0-15Water poverty rate2 Children not drinking safe drinking water as a percentage of all children in age 0-155. Child work
30 Various  selection  methods  and  criteria,  as  set  out  by  Alkire  (2008),  Biggeri  (2007)  andRobeyns (2005) were used for the actual selection and formulation of domains andindicators and their thresholds. See Roelen et al. (2009a, 2009b) and chapters 2 and 3 for amore  detailed  discussion.  The  exact  thresholds  for  each  indicator  can  be  found  in  4.8.1Annex 1 Please note that the list of indicators is slightly different from the ones in chapters 2and 3 as these were based on the MICS database rather than the VHLSS database.
 False Positives or Hidden Dimensions ?55Child work rate1 children age 6-15  that have worked for an employer or in household production  inthe last 12 months as a percentage of all children in age 6-156. Social Inclusion and Protection povertyCaregiver poverty rate1 children  in  age  0-15  living  in  households  with  heads  that  do  not  work  due  todisablement or old age, age 0-15In addition to analyzing the situation of children with respect to the separatedomains and indicators of poverty, we also consider an aggregate measure ofmultidimensional poverty. The aggregation method used to arrive at a compositemultidimensional poverty rate is a combination of the union approach (Atkinson2003) and dual cut-off identification strategy (Alkire and Foster 2008). At a first levelof aggregation, a child is considered poor in a specific domain when it does not meetthe threshold of at least one of the indicators within that domain, thereby followingthe union approach. This results in the domain poverty rate, referring to theproportion of children poor in that specific domain31. At a second level of aggregation,a  child  is  identified  as  overall  poor  when  it  is  poor  in  at  least  two  domains,  whichfollows the dual cut-off identification strategy. This second step of aggregation resultsin the aggregate multidimensional poverty rate32.  The  choice  for  two  domains  aspoverty line for the measurement of  child poverty in Vietnam was found to be mostrobust (Roelen et al. 2009b) 33  and  satisfies  a  number  of  properties  such  asdecomposability, symmetry and monotonicity (Alkire and Foster 2008). For thepurposes of this study, the headcount of multidimensionally poor children (themultidimensional poverty rate) is used as the basis poverty measure. The results ofthe aggregate measure will be complemented by domain poverty rates to gain a moredetailed understanding of the underlying domains.4.3 Individual and household characteristicsThe  distributional  analysis  of  child  poverty  is  conducted  for  a  number  ofdemographic and socio-economic groups. These groups are formed along the lines of avector of individual characteristics and a vector of household factors. The choice ofthese characteristics results from previous research on the distribution of poverty inVietnam as well as other countries and an assessment of data availability. Individualcharacteristics include the child’s gender, age, area and region of residence, which arecommon factors in unconditional and conditional poverty profiling (e.g. Alexandrovaet al. 2006, Baulch and McCulloch 2002, Wodon 2000). Ethnicity is an especiallyimportant issue in Vietnam with a large number of disadvantaged ethnic minorities
31 Domain  poverty  rates  only  refer  to  those  children  for  whom  the  indicators  within  thatdomain  could  actually  be  observed.  For  example,  the  health  poverty  rate  only  refers  tochildren in the age group 2-4.32  The technical notation of the indicator poverty rates, domain poverty rates andmultidimensional poverty rate can be found in chapter 6.33  Robustness  was  checked  by  plotting  child  poverty  rates  against  various  cut-offpoints/poverty lines for different demographic groups. The plots indicated that povertyrankings changed considerably when using cut-off points of 3 domains and more.
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(Baulch et al. 2007). The inclusion of these factors enables an assessment of genderequality, the spatial distribution of poverty and disproportionate advantages ordisadvantages for various age and ethnic groups. Household characteristics that arewidely considered to be correlated with poverty include the number of children in thehousehold, total number of household members, the level of educational attainment,occupational status, marital status, gender and age of the household head (otherstudies having included these factors are e.g. Baulch and McCulloch 2002, Grootaert1997, Minot 2000, Luzzi et al. 2008, Silva 2008, Wodon 2000). These factors allow fora distributional analysis of child poverty on the basis of characteristics of thehousehold that the child lives in. Previous distributional studies, in- and outside ofVietnam, provide and indication of the likely impact of the individual and householdfactors in distributional terms.With respect to individual child characteristics,  poverty  is  often  ascertained  to  begender biased with disproportionately high poverty incidence among women(Quisumbing  et  al.  2001).  The  gender  gap  in  Vietnam,  however,  is  known  to  be  lesspronounced in terms of monetary as well non-monetary indicators (Baulch andMasset  2003).  Age  can  be  considered  an  increasing  as  well  as  decreasing  factor  ofpoverty (Luzzi et al. 2008) with an inverse U-shape effect. Children might present alarger  burden  when  growing  older  due  to,  for  example,  increasing  school  fees  andthereby increasing the risk of poverty. Vietnam is also a highly ethnically diversesociety and previous research has shown that the country is subject to large ethnicdisparities (Baulch et al. 2007). The largest ethnic group, the Kinh majority, accountsfor 84 percent of the population and coexists with 53 other ethnic minorities (Baulchet al. 2007). Despite the evidence that ethnic minorities are faring worse than the Kinhand Chinese ethnic groups, Minot and Baulch (2004) find that the effect of ethnicity onper  capita  expenditures  is  only  slightly  significant  in  rural  areas  but  not  in  urbanareas. Furthermore, poverty is spatially concentrated with poverty being morepronounced in rural  than urban areas and concentrated in a number of  regions (e.g.Minot and Baulch 2004, Nguyen et al. 2007). Minot and Baulch (2004) argue that theunequal spatial distribution of poverty is more persistent in Vietnam as theinstitutional arrangements of registration (ho khau system)  form  an  impediment  tointernal migration.Based on these findings from previous research, we expect the distributionalanalysis to provide little evidence for gender inequality but also to suggest thatpoverty is disproportionately distributed over older children compared to youngchildren  and  children  of  ethnic  minority.  Furthermore,  we  expect  to  finddisproportionately high concentrations of poor children in rural areas anddisadvantaged regions.In reference to household characteristics, we conclude from previous research thatlarger households are widely associated with higher poverty rates (Lanjouw andRavallion  1995),  especially  when  the  household  members  include  children  andelderly. Various empirical studies confirm such a positive relation between householdsize, in terms of children and elderly, and poverty (e.g. Silva 2008). In a previous studyon Vietnam, Minot and Baulch (2004) associate larger households with highermonetary poverty rates and find a significant negative relation between the per capitaexpenditures and the number of children and females in the household in rural areas.In urban areas, only a higher number of children in the household significantlyincrease poverty. Educational attainment of the household head has previously been
 False Positives or Hidden Dimensions ?57shown  to  have  a  poverty  reducing  effect,  regardless  of  the  educational  level  ordefinition of poverty under consideration (e.g. Baulch and McCulloch 2002, Grootaert1997, Luzzi et al. 2008, Silva 2008). In the case of Vietnam, Minot and Baulch (2004)found that household heads in urban areas having completed primary or lowersecondary school do not significantly impact per capita expenditures when comparedto having received no education at all. This is in contrast to higher educational levels,which do have a significant positive association with expenditures. In rural areas, alllevels of educational attainment were found to significantly decrease the poverty risk.The occupational status of the heads of household that children live in also tends tohave an important poverty impact. Previous studies found that employment in thenon-agricultural sector leads to reduced poverty based on per capita consumption incomparison to employment in agricultural occupations (Wodon 2000). Also withrespect to the specific case of Vietnam, Minot (2000) found that employment in thefarming sector increases poverty risks while employment in the fishery sector reducesthe probability to be monetary poor (Minot 2000). Furthermore, female-headedhouseholds are often associated with higher poverty incidence (Buvinic and Gupta1997, Quisumbing et al. 2001). Minot (2000) confirmed this effect in case of Vietnam,thereby suggesting that relatively more children living in households headed bywomen  are  poor  than  those  headed  by  men.  The  age  of  the  household  head  can  beexpected to have a poverty reducing impact due to the inverse poverty effect asdiscussed for the individual characteristics.In reference to this study, households with large numbers of children in thehousehold, headed by individuals with low educational attainment, unemployed oragricultural workers and females are thus hypothesized to hold a disproportionateshare of poor children.4.4 Methodology and Data4.4.1 VHLSS 2006The data used for this study is the Vietnam Households Living Standards Survey(VHLSS)  from  2006.  This  household  survey  is  based  on  the  former  Vietnam  LivingStandards Survey (VLSS) but employs a bigger sample size and to be conducted everyother year. The VLSS was conducted in 1993 and 1998 and VHLSS from 2002 onwardsevery  second  year  by  the  Government  Statistical  Office  (GSO),  following  the  WorldBank’s Living Standards Measurement Survey (LSMS) methodology. The VHLSSsurvey  samples  from  2002  to  2010  are  drawn  from  a  master  sample,  which  is  arandom  sample  of  the  1999  Population  Census  enumeration  areas.  This  sample  ofenumeration areas can consequently be used for multiple samples of  households fordifferent  surveys  or  for  the  rotating  panel  that  VHLSS  employs.  The  VHLSS  2006contains 9.189 households with 39.071 individuals, including 10.696 children underthe age of 16.Household surveys like the VHLSS provide micro-data at the level of the individualchild. This offers the possibility to derive all deprivations back to the individual child,thereby allowing for cross-tabulations and poverty profiling. The survey provides dataon  a  range  of  issues  related  to  children’s  well-being  and  poverty.  Nevertheless,  anumber  of  limitations  are  also  inherent  to  the  use  of  the  VHLSS.  A  first  limitation  is
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that the micro-data from the survey is not collected for all children of all ages. Whileinformation on health is only collected for children up to five years of age, educationalinformation is only collected for children aged five and upwards. Hence, the totalnumber and types of deprivations that a child suffers theoretically depends on the agecategory, making the analysis of age groups less straightforward. A second limitationat the time of writing is that data on nutrition is not available. This is a considerabledrawback as nutritional indicators are important aspects of a multidimensionalmeasurement  of  child  poverty.  Third,  the  sampling  method  of  the  VHLSS  (and  otherhousehold surveys in Vietnam) causes a substantial group in the society to be omittedfrom the sample and subsequent data. The sample for the survey is constructed on thebasis  of  the  official  lists  of  registered  households  in  communes  and  urban  wards  inVietnam that have lived in the enumeration area for at least six months (Pincus andSender 2006, 2008). This implies that households or individuals that have recentlymigrated are not included in the sampling frame (Edmond and Turk 2004).  Further,due to the strict household registration system, or ho khau system, many householdsand individuals do not satisfy the necessary criteria to newly register and stayunregistered (Pincus and Sender 2006, 2008). The omission of this group in society isnot only an important issue to point out because of its suspected significant size buteven more so because of the denial of social and public services they experience dueto their status. The structural exclusion of this group from the data will most likelylead  to  underestimations  for  child  poverty  in  terms  of  both  monetary  andmultidimensional poverty.4.4.2 MethodologyUnconditional and conditional poverty profiling is used in this study to investigatethe distribution of child poverty in Vietnam. The unconditional poverty profilespresent cross tabulations of decomposed poverty figures along the vectors ofindividual and household characteristics. Descriptive statistics in the unconditionalprofile indicate the degree to which different groups are affected by child poverty.Regression modelling is used for the purpose of conditional poverty profiling, testingthe  effect  of  a  set  of  parameters  on  the  binary  outcome  being  child  poverty.  Whentesting  for  the  probability  of  such  a  binary  outcome,  a  regression  model  based  onordinary least squares (OLS) causes a number of problems (Long 1997). The mostprominent problem is that of  its  functional form. A linear regression model assumesthat the level of change in the dependent variable is constant for all levels of theindependent variables. However, when the dependent variable consists of aprobability, it is very likely that the impact of the independent variables increases ordecreases as the predicted probability approaches 0 or 1 (Long, 1997). To overcomethis and other problems when estimating a regression model with a binary outcome,one can use logistic regression. This method does not assume a linear relationshipbetween the dependent and independent variables and is therefore more appropriate.Models including alternative child poverty lines for monetary and multidimensionalpoverty as dependent variables are estimated to test for the robustness of regressionresults  (see  also  Baulch  and  McCulloch  2002,  Grootaert  1997).  Instead  of  using  twodomains as cut-off point with respect to multidimensional poverty, we estimate themodels  for  poverty  determined  by  one  and  three  domains  as  cut-off  points.  The
 False Positives or Hidden Dimensions ?59alternative poverty lines for the monetary child poverty measure include a foodpoverty line, set at a lower level of expenditures, and an alternative poverty line at ahigher level of expenditures. Results are compared with the original model, using thetwo-domain cut-off for the multidimensional model and the food and non-food itemsmonetary poverty line in terms of coefficients.4.5 Unconditional poverty profileThe unconditional poverty profile reports monetary and multidimensional childpoverty headcount rates of the various demographic and socio-economic groups inTables 4.2 and 4.4. Furthermore, we consider the urban-rural disparities in greaterdetail  by  analyzing  domain  level  indicators  in  Table  4.3.  Table  4.2  includes  childpoverty  incidence  rates  along  the  lines  of  individual  characteristics  and  Table  4.4presents the results for the household characteristics. The analysis of differences inoutcomes between the monetary and multidimensional poverty indicators will notfocus on size differences as they are largely a result from the arbitrariness underlyingthe establishment of the poverty line. We rather focus on diverging trends andrankings with respect to both poverty indicators between socio-economic anddemographic groups.
Table 4.2 Unconditional child poverty profile for individual characteristics
Indicator Monetary poverty rate  Multidimensionalpoverty rate
Total 22.62 30.72
Gender
Male 22.40 30.47
Female 22.85 30.99
Area *** ***
Urban 5.42 11.25
Rural 27.58 36.33
Region *** ***
Red River Delta 13.22 9.66
North East 34.05 36.16
North West 58.94 63.12
North Central Coast 37.99 25.75
South Central Coast 16.73 18.50
Central Highlands 37.16 39.33
South East 9.08 20.24
Mekong River Delta 12.59 56.31
Ethnicity *** ***
Kinh/Chinese ethnicity 14.50 24.08
Other ethnicity 61.25 62.34
Age group *** ***
0-2 27.14 27.87
3-4 27.50 41.61
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5 26.45 38.40
6-10 25.21 25.76
11-14 19.35 29.45
15 13.46 40.44
Source: Authors’ calculations from VHLSS 2006
Note: ***<0.001, significance level chi-squared equality of meansA first observation from Table 4.2 is that there is no indication of the existence ofany  gender  inequality  with  similar  child  poverty  incidence  rates  for  boys  and  girls.However, there is a large discrepancy between urban and rural poverty figures,confirming  previous  findings  with  respect  to  Vietnam  (Minot  and  Baulch  2004,Nguyen et al. 2007). Decomposition by age group indicates that children aged 3-5 aremost prone to poverty according to both poverty methods. The multidimensionalmethod, however, indicates that poverty is more prevalent for children in the oldestage bracket while the monetary method identifies this group to have the lowestpoverty  incidence.  These  results  could  be  a  result  of  the  child  work  domain  that  isincorporated in the multidimensional approach. The multidimensional approachconsiders children who work to be poor, while the monetary approach does rather theopposite  as  child  work  generates  income.  Regional  child  poverty  estimates  displaylarge spatial disparities across the board but also provide a clear indication that themultidimensional and monetary approaches draw a different picture of child poverty.In  both  cases,  the  Red  River  Delta  is  the  region  with  the  lowest  child  povertyincidence. However, results differ remarkably when considering the regions withhigher child poverty rates. Especially in reference to the Mekong River Delta, it can beobserved that the monetary poverty measure identifies this region as one withcomparatively low child poverty incidence while the multidimensional estimatesidentifies it as one of the regions with most child poverty. A closer examination of theseparate poverty domains can provide insight into the drivers of these differences.Domain  level  information  for  the  assessment  of  regional  differences  will  beconsidered in a later section of this paper. Finally, the findings suggest that ethnicminorities  are  disadvantaged  groups  in  terms  of  child  poverty,  regardless  of  thepoverty measure at hand.Before proceeding with the unconditional poverty profile on the basis ofhousehold characteristics, we will use domain level information to explore the urban-rural  divide in greater detail.  Domain poverty rates can provide an indication of  thedrivers of  this discrepancy in terms of multidimensional poverty.  Table 4.3 presentsdomain poverty rates for urban and rural areas and the rural-urban poverty ratio,providing an indication of the size of the inequality.
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Table 4.3 Domain poverty for children in urban and rural areasTotal Urban Rural Rural/Urban ratio
Education poverty 18.4 11.9 20.2 1.7
Health poverty 47.8 38.1 50.9 1.3
Shelter poverty 20.1 7.8 24.8 3.2
Water and sanitation
poverty 48.8 15.7 58.3 3.7
Child work 8.9 2.8 10.6 3.8
Social inclusion and
protection poverty 8.0 13.4 6.4 0.5
Source: Authors’ calculations from VHLSS 2006The largest disparities between rural and urban areas can be found with respect tothe  domains  of  child  work,  water  and  sanitation  and  shelter.  Deprivation  in  thesedimensions  is  at  least  three  times  more  prevalent  in  rural  areas  than  it  is  in  urbanareas. Climate and environmental conditions might play a role with respect to waterand  sanitation  and  shelter  as  well  as  cultural  and  traditional  beliefs.  A  more  equaldistribution  over  rural  and  urban  areas  can  be  found  with  respect  to  education  andhealth. A lack of infrastructure or limited access to these services might be moreprevalent in rural areas but not to a large degree. The domain of social inclusion andprotection indicates a reversed distribution of deprivation with higher prevalencerates in urban rather than rural areas. The specific indicator refers to children living inhouseholds headed by individuals who cannot work due age or disability. Such typesof households might be more prevalent in urban rather than rural areas, reversing therural-urban divide in favour of the rural areas. Discrepancies between urban and ruralareas are thus widespread across all domains but its degree and sign depends on thespecific domain under consideration. Efforts to close the gap between the livingconditions of children in these two different areas and reduce inequality should thusalso be guided accordingly.Table  4.4  presents  poverty  estimates  for  groups  of  children  decomposed  bycharacteristics of the household head and household, providing insight into thedistribution of monetary and multidimensional child poverty over thesecharacteristics.
Table 4.4 Unconditional child poverty profile for household characteristics
Indicator Monetary poverty rate Multi dimensionalpoverty rate
Total 22.6 30.7
Gender of hh head *** ***
Household head male 24.2 31.6
Household head female 16.2 26.9
Age hh. head *** ***
Age hh head 18-29 37.4 43.0
Age hh head 30-39 24.4 30.6
Age hh head 40-49 19.7 27.4
Age hh head 50-59 19.9 27.4
Age hh head 60-69 26.1 34.8
Age hh head 70-79 19.4 42.5
Age hh head 80-99 20.7 41.5
Education hh. head *** ***
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hh head has no education 39.8 51.8
hh. head has primary education 25.2 34.3
hh. head has secondary education 13.2 18.0
hh. head has post sec education 3.3 9.3
Occupation hh. head *** ***
hh head is unemployed/retired 18.1 45.3
hh head  is gov/defense staff 6.4 16.5
hh head is skilled  professional 9.0 16.0
hh head is unskilled worker 28.4 34.0
Presence  children in specific age groups *** ***
At least 1 child <5 in hh 19.5 28.5
At least 1 child 5-11 in hh 24.2 29.7
At least 1 child >11 in hh 22.4 31.5
Proportion  of  hh  members  that  are
children *** ***
<25% of hh members are children 10.3 23.6
25-39% of hh members are children 16.3 29.0
40-49% of hh members are children 23.9 31.4
>49% of hh members are children 28.3 33.0
Source: Authors’ calculations from VHLSS 2006
Notes: ***<0.001, significance level chi-squared equality of meansFemale-headed households display lower poverty rates than households headedby men, which is in contrast to previous research findings. Female-headed householdsare generally associated with higher poverty levels, especially in terms of monetarypoverty. This contrasting result when compared to previous research might be due tothe  fact  that  we  are  specifically  considering  child  poverty.  Women  are  known  todistribute household resources differently than men and typically spend a higherproportion on children’s nutrition, education and healthcare (Quisumbing et al. 2001).Referring to the age of the household head, child poverty is highest amongst childrenwith the youngest household heads, except in the case of urban multidimensionalchild poverty. Overall, poverty incidence decreases with age of the household head.Higher levels of educational attainment of the household head relate to lower povertyincidence  across  the  board.  Regardless  of  the  poverty  measure  used  and  the  areaunder consideration, higher levels of educational attainment are associated withsignificantly lower levels of child poverty. Education effects are thus found to bestronger in the case of child poverty than expenditure-based household poverty asfound by Minot and Baulch (2004). Considering the occupational status of thehousehold head, children living in households headed by unemployed and unskilledstaff face the highest poverty incidence.  However, whilst children living in householdsheaded by unemployed or retired heads face the highest risk to multidimensionalpoverty, monetary poverty is most prevalent amongst children living in householdsheaded by unskilled workers. Children living in households headed bygovernment/defence  staff  or  a  skilled  professional  are  least  like  to  be  monetary  ormultidimensionally poor. With respect to the number of children present in thehousehold, the findings partly confirm previous research conclusions. Increasingnumbers  of  children  in  the  household  go  hand  in  hand  with  significant  increases  inchild poverty incidence.
 False Positives or Hidden Dimensions ?634.6 Conditional poverty profileThe conditional poverty profile extends the distributional analysis of child povertyand considers the explanatory power of the individual and household characteristicsin determining child poverty by using logistic regression modelling. Themultidimensional and monetary models include all factors from the unconditionalpoverty profile as explanatory variables. Further, we include quadratic terms for ageof the child and age of the household head (Luzzi et al. 2008, Silva 2008). Consideringthe large urban-rural disparities, we estimate the model separately for the urban andrural samples. Performing separate estimations and analyses is useful when modeleffects  are  not  the  same  for  two  populations  (see  e.g.  Alexandrova  2006,  Grootaert1997, Ravallion and Wodon 2004, Wodon 2000). We used a counterpart of the Chowtest to estimate whether the model parameters of the rural group are significantlydifferent from the urban group34.  This test strongly rejects the hypothesis that thefactor effects are the same for the rural and urban samples (multidimensionalpoverty: 241.13, p<0.000; monetary poverty: chi-squared=100.23, p<0.000),indicating that the model should be estimated for the two groups separately. Indistributive terms, this implies that children in rural areas are disproportionatelyaffected by poverty than children in urban areas. Estimating the model for theseparate samples allows for the distributional analysis of demographic and socio-economic groups within urban and rural areas.Table  4.5  reports  the  marginal  effects  and  standard  errors  for  the  four  differentmodels.  They  provide  an  indication  of  the  sign,  size  and  significance  of  effects  onmultidimensional and monetary child poverty in comparison to the reference categoryand thereby the most important distributional factors. A robustness check indicatesthat the results of the alternative poverty lines are largely in line with those of theoriginal model, indicating the model’s robustness.
34 A regular Chow test can only be used in linear regression models. See Greene (2002, p. 681)on the equivalent of a Chow test for discrete choice models.
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False Positives or Hidden Dimensions ?67The  findings  in  Table  4.5  in  part  confirm  the  hypothesized  effects  from  previousresearch and the unconditional poverty profile but also provide some interestinginsights into the different conclusions that can be drawn about the distribution ofchild poverty based on either multidimensional or monetary poverty measurement.The existence of gender equality from the unconditional poverty profile is furtherconfirmed.  There  is  no  significant  effect  on  multidimensional  or  monetary  childpoverty  when  being  a  girl  compared  to  being  a  boy.  The  age  of  the  child  only  has  asignificant impact in the case of rural multidimensional poverty, albeit quite small. Allelse equal, one extra year of age for children decreases the multidimensional povertyrisk by 3 percentage points.  The effect of  the quadratic term of the child’s age has asmall poverty increasing impact, which is line with the findings from theunconditional profile. In the specific case of multidimensional poverty, the domain ofchild work might be a strong attribute.The distributional effect of the gender of the household head is also morepronounced with respect to multidimensional poverty. Children living in a female-headed household face a significantly lower risk to multidimensional poverty in bothurban and rural areas. The age of the household head only has a significant impact inthe  case  of  rural  monetary  poverty,  with  a  poverty  decreasing  effect  of  age  andincreasing  effect  of  the  quadratic  term  for  age.  The  quadratic  term  for  ageincorporates the generally observed inverse U-shaped effect of age, indicating that theage of the household head has a poverty reducing impact only up to a certain point.Whilst older heads of households might initially add positively to household income incombination with low educational and care costs, this effect might be reversed beyonda certain age due to retirement, loss of income and high care requirements. Marginaleffects of the marital status of the household head clearly suggest that children livingin  households  with  single  heads  are  in  a  disadvantaged  position,  especially  in  ruralareas. The effects of other categories of marital status on the poverty risk of childrenare inconclusive. The distributional impact of the educational attainment of thehousehold head is highly significant across the board with a decreased poverty riskfor higher levels of educational attainment. Effects are larger in terms of ruralmonetary poverty than rural multidimensional poverty, suggesting that theimportance of educational attainment of the household head for reducing the povertyrisk  is  more  pronounced  with  respect  to  monetary  poverty.  Nevertheless,  it  can  beconcluded that children living in households with lower educated household headsare generally disproportionately affected by child poverty. The distribution of childpoverty along the lines of the occupational status of the household head providesdifferent results for the monetary and multidimensional poverty models. In line withthe findings of the unconditional poverty profile, findings suggest that children livingin households headed by unemployed or retired workers are more likely to be poor inexclusively multidimensional terms. Children living in households headed bygovernment or defence staff face a significantly smaller risk to monetary poverty only.Effects of occupational status are generally larger in rural areas than urban areas.Multidimensional and monetary poverty approaches both provide the same picturewith respect to ethnicity. Minot and Baulch (2004) found similar effects when relatingethnicity to per capita expenditures, indicating that ethnic groups other than Kinh orChinese  are  more  prone  to  poverty  when  living  in  rural  areas.  The  effect  of  theproportion of  children in the household on poverty is  in line with previous researchand the unconditional poverty profile. Small proportions of children in the household
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are associated with lower poverty risks, regardless of the area and poverty indicatorunder consideration. Large proportions of children in the household significantlyincrease the risk to monetary and multidimensional poverty in rural areas.Spatial  disparities  are  pronounced  in  monetary  as  well  as  multidimensionalpoverty terms but do not consistently display the same sign of effect. Children living inthe  South  East  and  Mekong  River  Delta  regions  experience  a  decreased  risk  tomonetary  poverty  in  comparison  to  children  living  in  the  reference  region  of  SouthCentral Coast. Their risk with respect to multidimensional poverty, however, is higher.In  other  words,  children  living  in  these  two  regions  would  be  considered  relativelywell  off  in  monetary  poverty  terms  but  be  considered  a  disadvantaged  group  withrespect to multidimensional poverty. An analysis at the domain level might provide abetter understanding of these opposing signs. The conditional poverty profile and its analysis clearly indicate that certain socio-economic and demographic groups of children in Vietnam are more disadvantaged interms of child poverty than others, confirming the existence of horizontal inequalities.However, results from the monetary and multidimensional poverty models are notalways consistent. Older children face a higher risk with respect to multidimensionalpoverty but not concerning monetary poverty. The reduction in the probability to bepoor  for  children  living  in  female-headed  households  is  larger  in  the  case  ofmultidimensional poverty than monetary poverty. Next, the effects of occupationalstatus of the household head on the child’s poverty risk are different in the monetaryand multidimensional models. Living in a household headed by a disabled or retiredworker significantly increases the risk to multidimensional poverty whilst living in ahousehold with government or defence staff significantly decreases the risk tomonetary  poverty.  Finally,  children  living  in  the  South  East  and  Mekong  River  Deltaregions  have  a  decreased  risk  to  monetary  poverty  but  an  increased  risk  tomultidimensional poverty. Considering the domain poverty rates underlying theaggregate multidimensional poverty indicator can help to gain a more in-depthunderstanding of the inequality between specific groups and differences in outcomes.Table  4.6  presents  domain  poverty  rates  for  groups  formed  by  the  child  individualcharacteristic of age of the child and household characteristics of gender andoccupational status of the household head and region of residence.
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The unconditional and conditional profile in this study indicated that olderchildren were particularly more vulnerable to multidimensional poverty. Child workwas  suggested  to  be  a  possible  driver  of  the  increased  risk  to  multidimensionalpoverty for this age group. Domain poverty rates in Table 4.6 partly confirm thishypothesis. Almost one out of four children aged 15 are considered poor in the childwork domain. However, we can not only attribute the high multidimensional povertyrate  for  this  age  group  to  child  work.  It  can  also  be  observed  that  43  percent  of  allchildren aged 15 are poor with respect to education, which is the highest incidencerate  of  all  age  groups.  In  other  words,  the  underlying  factors  of  high  rates  ofmultidimensional  poverty  and  increased  poverty  risk  for  15-year  olds  that  are  notcaptured by the monetary poverty rate can be found in the areas of education andchild work.Furthermore, the unconditional and conditional profile indicated that childrenliving in female-headed households have a lower probability to be poor than thoseliving in male-headed households. In terms of multidimensional poverty, domainpoverty rates indicate that this is largely driven by poverty in the area of water andsanitation and health. There is relatively little inequality between children in male-headed and female-headed households with respect to the area of education, shelterand child labour.  However,  the disaggregation by domain poverty also indicates thatthe overall figures mask a reversed disparity with respect to social inclusion andprotection. Poverty in this domain is four times higher for children living in female-headed households than in male-headed households. Considering domain povertyrates by level of occupational status of the household head clearly indicates that theincreased risk to multidimensional poverty for children living in households headedby retired or disablement can be largely attributed to poverty in the social inclusionand protection domain. The indicator in this domain refers to children living inhouseholds headed by individuals who do not work due to retirement or disablement.By definition, there is no poverty in this domain for the other categories ofoccupational status. In terms of the other domains, children living in householdsheaded by unskilled workers are most disadvantaged.Finally, domain poverty rates by region indicate that the diverging results withrespect to monetary and multidimensional poverty risks in the Mekong River Deltaregion  are  largely  driven  by  the  water  and  sanitation  and  shelter  domain.  Povertyincidence in these domains is amongst the highest for the Mekong River Delta, despitethe low poverty incidence in monetary terms. In other words, children living in theMekong River Delta might find themselves in relatively fortunate position withrespect to monetary poverty, they are disproportionately affected concerning theissues of shelter and water and sanitation.4.7 ConclusionThis paper provides insight into the distribution of child poverty over a variety ofdemographic and socio-economic groups from a monetary and multidimensionalperspective. On the one hand, the paper aimed to investigate the existence ofhorizontal inequalities with respect to child poverty in Vietnam and on the other hand,it  assessed  whether  the  use  of  multiple  poverty  indicators  leads  to  a  more  in-depthunderstanding of the distribution of child poverty. For these purposes, the most
False Positives or Hidden Dimensions ?71widely used household-level monetary method for poverty measurement iscomplemented by multidimensional, child-focused and country-specific approach forthe analysis of child poverty. Unconditional and conditional poverty profiles wereused to draw conclusions on the distribution of child poverty and consider whethersome groups face higher poverty risks than others in terms of either povertymeasures.The distributional analysis of child poverty based on both poverty measuresenables us to draw a number of general conclusions about the existence of horizontalinequalities. Firstly, there is a large urban-rural divide suggesting that children livingin  rural  areas  disproportionately  carry  the  burden  of  child  poverty  in  Vietnam.  Thisholds  in  terms  of  multidimensional  as  well  as  monetary  poverty  and  confirmsprevious  findings  in  research  about  spatial  distribution  in  Vietnam.  Secondly,  largediscrepancies can be found in child poverty incidence rates for groups decomposedalong the lines of educational attainment of the household head and the child’sethnicity. These results are also in line with conclusions from other studies andindicate that child poverty monotonically decreases with increases in educationalattainment and that children of ethnic minority are a highly disadvantaged group.Furthermore, gender of the child is not found to have an impact on the poverty risksuggesting that boys and girls have equal opportunities in Vietnam.The unconditional and conditional poverty profiles also clearly outline that the useof a set of  complementary poverty indicators can provide a more detailed picture ofthe distribution of child poverty and underlying drivers. In particular, domain levelinformation underlying the multidimensional poverty indicator can increase theunderstanding of different outcomes in terms of monetary and multidimensionalpoverty and guide targeted interventions aimed to reduce horizontal inequalities.Using  this  type  of  information,  we  learned  that  the  urban-rural  divide  is  mostpronounced  with  respect  to  the  domains  of  child  work,  water  and  sanitation  andshelter. Furthermore, older children might do relatively well in terms of monetarypoverty but are disproportionately disadvantaged in multidimensional terms due tothe issues of education and child work. Children living in male-headed householdsface  an  especially  high  risk  to  be  deprived  in  the  areas  of  health  and  water  andsanitation and children living in the Mekong River Delta are particularly deprived withrespect  to  shelter  and  water  and  sanitation,  despite  their  relatively  small  risk  tomonetary poverty. This detailed level of information can guide efforts towards thereduction  of  inequality.  In  closing  the  gaps  between  different  socio-economic  anddemographic groups of children in Vietnam, this type of analysis can support theidentification of priority intervention areas.The findings of this study add value to the academic and policy debate with respectto the use of  a set of  poverty indicators for a distributional analysis.  In particular,  itfills a knowledge gap in terms of the distribution of child poverty over variousdemographic and socio-economic groups in Vietnam and extends previous work ondistribution and inequality by taking a monetary and multidimensional perspective.Furthermore, the study clearly illustrates that a set of multiple indicators does notonly provide more detailed information with respect to inequality but can also guidethe prioritization and formulation of policy initiatives.
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4.8 Annexes4.8.1 Annex 1 Domains and indicators multidimensional child povertyapproach as based on VHLSS
Table A4.1 Exact definitions selected indicators based on VHLSS dataDomain Indicators Definition of indicator Definition of threshold andremarks on indicator definitionchildren in age 5 notattending pre-school as apercentage of all childrenin age 5children in age 6-10 notattending primary schoolas a percentage of allchildren in age 6-10
Enrolmentpoverty rate
children in age 11-15 notattending lower primaryschool as a percentage ofall children in age 11-15
Age definition used forcalculating net enrolment rateper level of schooling: taking intoaccount birth date and start ofschool year, including over-achieving children that are in ahigher grade than appropriate fortheir age
Educationpoverty
Completionpoverty rate children in age 11-15 thathave not completedprimary education as apercentage of all children11-15
All children aged 11-15 at thetime of interview are consideredvulnerable when they have notcompleted primary schoolHealthpoverty Health visitpoverty rate Children in age 2-4 nothaving visited aprofessional health facilityin the last 12 months as apercentage of all childrenaged 2-4
Professional health facilitiesinclude village health centre,commune health centre, regionalgeneral clinics, district hospital,provincial hospital, centralhospital, other state-ownedhospital, private hospital, otherhospital and private clinics.Traditional herb doctors andother health centres are excludedElectricitypoverty rate children living in adwelling withoutelectricity as a percentageof all children in age 0-15
-Shelterpoverty
Housingpoverty rate children not living inproper housing as apercentage of all childrenin age 0-15
Proper dwellings include villas,strong houses with private andshared facilities and semi-permanent houses. Shift-made orother houses are consideredimproper dwellingsSanitationpoverty rate children living in adwelling without ahygienic sanitation facilityas a percentage of allchildren in age 0-15
Hygienic sanitation includes flushtoilet, suilabh and double vaultcompost latrine. Toilets directlyover water, other facilities or notoilet are considered unhygienic.
Water andSanitationpoverty
Water children not drinking safe Safe drinking water sources
False Positives or Hidden Dimensions ?73poverty rate drinking water as apercentage of all childrenin age 0-15 include private tap water frominside and outside the house,deep drill wells, hand-dug andreinforced wells, hand-dug, non-reinforced and covered wells,protected springs, rain water andbought waterUnsafe drinking water includesunprotected springs, small watertank, water tank, rivers, lakes andponds and othersChild work Child workrate children age 6-15  thathave worked for anemployer or in householdproduction  in the last 12months as a percentage ofall children in age 6-15
Child work includes havingworked for wage/salary,household production or tradingor business for the householdregardless of the number of hoursor days workedSocialInclusionandProtectionpoverty
Caregiverpoverty rate children in age 0-15 livingin households with headsthat do not work due todisablement or old age,age 0-4
Includes heads of household thatcan not work due to disablement,old age/retirement.
74
?
CH
A
PT
ER
 4
False Positives or Hidden Dimensions ?75Chapter 5MAKING POVERTY ANALYSES RICHER –MULTIDIMENSIONAL POVERTY RESEARCH FOR POLICYDESIGN35
35 Published as:Neubourg, Chris de, Keetie Roelen and Franziska Gassmann (2009) Making Poverty AnalysesRicher – Multidimensional poverty research for policy design. In Boyser, K., C. Dewilde, D.Dierckx and J. Friedrichs (Eds) Between the Social and the Spatial – Exploring Multiple
Dimensions of Poverty and Social Exclusion, Ashgate Publishing, pp. 35-56
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5.1 IntroductionThe information revealed by poverty estimates relying on multidimensionalindicators  on  the  number  and  the  characteristics  of  poor  people  overlaps  onlypartially with the information provided by poverty estimates based on money-metricindicators. The differences in outcomes between multidimensional and monetaryapproaches are substantial and guide social policy in different ways and alongdifferent alleys. This holds for nearly all countries but is especially true for poverty inlow-  and  middle  income  countries,  as  is  illustrated  in  this  paper  for  Vietnam  andCongo.Poverty  estimates  based  on  a  monetary  indicator  basically  identify  everybody  aspoor whose income/resources (or expenditures) are lower than a pre-setincome/expenditure level. These types of poverty estimates are most widely used forpoverty analyses worldwide (Redmond 2008; Laderchi et al 2003; Leyte et al. 2001)and are usually preferred for several reasons:
- There  is  a  long  tradition  of  poverty  analyses  based  on  money-metricindicators. This long tradition is, in turn, further reinforced by the use of cashtransfers in social policy;
- because of its long tradition, data on incomes and/or expenditures are largelyavailable for many countries;
- monetary values of wealth (and poverty) are believed to be easily comparableacross the income distribution, across time and across countries36;
- money-metric poverty estimates usually lead to single indicators that lenditself  easily  for  advocacy  purposes  and  are  easy  to  quote  on  front  pages  ofnewspapers and in the political debate;Monetary poverty indicators implicitly assume that individuals/households havingenough money can buy everything that they need for the fulfilment of their basicneeds  (Thorbecke  2008;  Tsui  2002).  This  implicit  assumption  is  most  widelycriticised. The consumer sovereignty of individuals that forms the basis for thisassumption is often not observed in the daily life of many and especially of poorhouseholds. The underlying rationale implies that all attributes can be purchased onmarkets and can be expressed in monetary terms. Markets for basic goods, however,often  do  not  exist,  are  incomplete  or  function  imperfectly  (Thorbecke  2008;Bourguignon and Chakravarty 2003; Tsui 2002).  Goods and services related to basicneeds such as clean water, accessible healthcare and education are semi-public orpublic goods in many countries, thus making households dependent on the productionof these goods and services by public authorities. The availability of purchasing poweramong households will not suffice to gain access to these goods since households may
36 This is only partially true. Monetary values use a cardinal scale thus assuming equal distancebetween each consecutive unit of measurement (€, $, …) for the individuals/householdsinvolved; this disregards differences in the marginal utility of money along the incomedistribution and gave rise to an important literature on subjective poverty/wealth measures.Monetary values have to be corrected for price differences over time and over place; whilethere is extensive experience with corrections for inflation and international differences inprice levels (PPP’s), the problems associated with the corrections often introducemeasurement errors which are difficult to understand even if the same methodologies areused to define poverty lines (e.g. see Notten, de Neubourg, 2007a and 2007b for details).
False Positives or Hidden Dimensions ?77be restricted in their consumption by supply constraints37 .  In  other  specificcircumstances  some  private  goods,  such  as  food,  are  not  available  due  to  extremesituations (draught, famine, natural disasters, displacement). Again a higherdisposable income will be of some help to households but will not guarantee access tothe  basic  goods  and  services  due  to  rationed  supply  on  private  markets.  Supplyconstraints are not very important in developed economies but are in many casessignificant in low- and middle-income countries.Equally important for questioning the consumer sovereignty assumption is the factthat income and resources are usually measured at the household level disregardingthe intra-household distribution 38  (Hulme  and  McKay  2008).  Assuming  thathouseholds with enough resources to cover their basic needs actually cover the basicneeds of all their members implies assuming that either all household members haveequal  power  (or  at  least  enough  power  to  secure  the  fulfilment  of  their  own  basicneeds) or that there is perfect solidarity amongst the household members. The latterassumption is violated when the preferences of one household member dominate theconsumption pattern of the household. This is, for example, the case if one thehousehold members is a substance abuser. In the latter case, the other householdmembers are possibly deprived from the fulfilment of their basic needs and can thusbe considered as poor despite the fact total household resources theoretically wouldbe sufficient to cover the basic needs of all household members.In this context, children are particularly vulnerable to deprivation of their specificneeds. They cannot be regarded as full economic agents exercising consumersovereignty: they are not able to secure their own income/resources until a certainage, and they are not sovereign in taking consumption decisions (White, Leavy andMasters 2002). Children are usually the weaker parties in the household. Moreover,for the fulfilment of their basic needs they have to rely more than adults on theproduction of goods and services by public authorities (especially in education andhealth, but also in water and sanitation). The discrimination of girls compared to boysin some countries adds a specific gender dimension to the deprivation of children.The  specific  position  of  children  justifies  a  careful  poverty  analysis  based  onalternative approaches. Following Sen’s seminal work on the capability approach (Sen1985), the field of multidimensional poverty measurement has seen a wide expansionincluding basic needs approaches (Streeten 1981,  1984) or social  exclusion methods(Marlier, Atkinson, Cantillon and Nolan 2007). Recent child poverty studies have alsofocused on more multidimensional aspects of poverty (see Gordon et al. 2003;Bradshaw  et  al.  2006).  The  comparison  between  monetary  and  multidimensionalconcepts has been the subject of previous research. Whilst some scholars havefocused on the underlying conceptual and theoretical foundations of povertymeasures (see e.g. Sen 1976, 1982, 1985, 1993, Nussbaum 1992, 2000, Ravallion1994, Laderchi, Saith and Stewart 2003, Thorbecke 2008), others have analyzedpoverty measurement from an empirical or applied perspective largely focusing on
37 Moreover, it is difficult assign a monetary value to specific attributes (especially those relatedto aspects of social inclusion) deemed important to consider people as non-poor such asliteracy, numeracy, life expectancy, social participation and access to information (Hulmeand McKay, 2008; Thorbecke, 2008).38 In fact, it is not entirely disregarded; it is taken into account by relying on equivalence scalesto estimate the resources obtained by each household member.
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the investigation of similarities or differences of poverty outcomes using differenttypes  of  poverty  measurement  (see  e.g.  Klasen  2000,  Perry  2002,  Bourguignon  andChakravarty 2003, Baulch and Masset 2003, Bradshaw and Finch 2003, Bastos,Fernandes and Passos 2004, Wagle 2009). Findings in these studies generally suggestthat the use of monetary and multidimensional poverty measures results in differentpictures of poverty, pointing towards modest, if not very limited, overlap in results(see Klasen 2000, Perry 2002, Baulch and Masset 2003, Bastos, Fernandes and Passos2004, Whelan, Layte and Maitre 2004, Wagle 2009).The development of amultidimensional poverty measure requires decisions to be made, each subject totheir own advantages and disadvantages. Inherent to the construction of amultidimensional poverty measurement are choices related to domains and indicators(Klasen 2000; Alkire and Foster 2008; Roelen et al. 2009a), which are often based onvalue judgments and context-specificity, making multidimensional poverty estimatessusceptible to misinterpretation (Roelen et al., 2009a) and controversy (Klasen,2000). Other contentious issues that need to be tackled when constructing amultidimensional poverty measure include the weighting scheme for domains andindicators as well as the construction of an aggregate poverty index (see Klasen, 2000;Nolan and Whelan, 2007; Alkire and Foster, 2008).In this paper we choose to avoid most of the problems related to multidimensionalpoverty measurement by focusing the analysis on the comparison of a monetaryindicator with the specific dimensions39 of (child) poverty rather than with acomposite indicator of (child) poverty based on a combination of dimensions. Thelatter analysis is made in Roelen et al. (2009c) studying the properties and results ofan aggregated multidimensional child poverty indicator approach with a monetaryindicator.5.2 Concepts and methodologiesThe measure of monetary poverty refers to those living in households with anincome  or  consumption  aggregate  below  the  monetary  poverty  line.  In  the  case  ofVietnam, poverty is calculated on the basis of the poverty line as used by the GeneralStatistical  Office (GSO) of  Vietnam and is generally referred to as the official  povertyline. The monetary poverty line captures the cost of a food and non-food consumptionbasket,  with  the  cost  component  of  the  food  basket  being  based  on  a  daily  intake  of2100 calories per person per day (VDR 2008).  The poverty measure is  based on percapita consumption expenditures as welfare measure. Finally, as monetary poverty isbased on household poverty, monetary child poverty incidence is based on thepercentage of children living in households that are monetary poor. A similar methodfor the measurement of monetary poverty is used for the analysis of poverty in Congo.The multidimensional poverty method  used  in  this  paper  for  the  case  of  Vietnamwas  developed  to  identify  poverty  among  children  in  Vietnam.  It  is  a  child-specific,outcome-focused and country-specific approach that considers non-monetary aspectsof  deprivation  that  are  especially  relevant  for  children.  Included  items  consist  ofeducation, health, child labour and water and sanitation, among others. A total of nineindicators distributed over six domains are chosen on the basis of stakeholder
39 The concepts dimensions and domains are used interchangeably in this chapter.
False Positives or Hidden Dimensions ?79discussions, previous research and data availability, and are considered toappropriately reflect the poverty status of children in Vietnam (Roelen et al., 2006,2009a, 2009b).40 Domain deprivation is constituted by not meeting the threshold of atleast one of the indicators within the specific domain, also known as the unionapproach  (Atkinson,  2003).  The  overall  poverty  headcount  is  determined  bydeprivation in at least two domains, also known as the dual cut-off identificationstrategy (Alkire and Foster 2008). A country-specific approach to the measurement ofmultidimensional  poverty  was  also  developed  for  the  case  of  Congo  along  the  samelines (Notten, 2008).The  paper  compares  the  outcomes  of  dimensions  in  poverty  with  the  outcome  ofmonetary  poverty  for  children  in  Vietnam  and  for  adults  in  Congo.  We  also  use  thedata to seek pockets of concentrated deprivations by investigating how many children(adults) are simultaneously poor along different dimensions. Moreover, it is possibleto  investigate  the  drivers  and  determinants  of  various  compositions  of  the  differentgroups of poor. It is argued that monetary poverty counts cannot be regarded as goodsubstitutes for poverty as measured by the non-monetary dimensions in the case ofchildren in Vietnam and adults in Congo. Hence, the results and the analyses based onmultidimensional poverty definitions provide richer information than simplemonetary poverty estimates; they make it easier to identify policy priorities and toguide the design and composition of social policy measures.5.3 Monetary poverty and domain poverty rates forchildren in VietnamTable  5.1  provides  the  simple  poverty  rates  as  calculated  for  each  domainseparately and for the traditional monetary poverty rate for the case of Vietnam. It canbe seen that the poverty rates are of the same magnitude with respect to education,shelter and monetary poverty.  A much larger proportion of  children are deprived inhealth and water and sanitation, while the share of children deprived in the childlabour and social inclusion dimensions is much smaller.
Table 5.1 Monetary and domain child poverty rates for Vietnam
Domain poverty rate % ofchildren % of children that  are also monetarypoor
Monetary poverty rate 22.6 22.6
Education poverty rate 18.4 34.5
Health poverty rate 47.8 33.6
Shelter poverty rate 21.0 41.7
Water and sanitation poverty
rate
48.8 37.1
Child labour poverty rate 8.9 36.1
Social inclusion poverty rate 8.0 18.9
Source: Authors’ calculations based on VHLSS 2006
40 Section  4.4.1  provides  the  details  with  respect  to  the  data  whilst  Annex  1  in  section  4.8.1discusses the indicators and domains that are used for the estimation of the poverty rates inthe various dimensions
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The main question to be answered in this paper is to what extent the informationprovided  by  monetary  poverty  estimates  can  be  used  as  a  proxy  for  the  other  sixdomain poverty rates. A first indication is provided by the third column in Table 5.1; itis  obvious  that  in  many  cases  the  overlap  is  limited  ranging  from  33.6  percent  ofoverlap in the case of health-poverty and monetary poverty to 41.7 percent of overlapin the case between shelter-poverty and monetary poverty.  It  is  even as low as 18.9percent in the case of social inclusion-poverty. All in all, the overlap of children beingdeprived  in  one  of  the  domains  and  those  being  monetary  poor  does  not  exceed  50percent.  This  implies  that  if  social  and  economic  policy  is  targeted  to  the  childrenbeing  monetary  poor,  it  misses  out  a  significant  number  of  children  who  are  notidentified as poor using a monetary indicator while nevertheless being deprived in atleast one of the domains. However, the analysis can even be taken further.As an example, Figure 5.1 compares the density distribution of the normalised percapita expenditures for all children and the same density function for the childrendeprived in the health domain. From the graph it can be seen that the distributionshave the same shape with a bias for the health deprived children towards the left(lower income groups). However, despite the fact that the bias indicates that relativemore  health  deprived  children  are  found  among  the  lower  income  groups,  thedisplacement of the two distributions is in fact very modest41.
41 The graphs of the other domains show very similar pictures; they are not presented here forconvenience’s sake.
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Source: Authors’ calculations based on VHLSS 2006This is further illustrated by Figure 5.2 wherein the same density function for thehealth deprived children as in Figure 5.1 is  compared to the density distribution forthe monetary poor children only42. The density function of the normalised per capitaexpenditures for the children that are monetary poor is by construction of a verydifferent shape; it is truncated at the right hand side at the expenditure level of thepoverty line and it has a sharp peak actually before the poverty line. From Figure 5.2 itcan  be  seen  that  both  graphs  are not good representations for each other. Morespecifically, it can be seen that relatively there are almost as many children deprivedin the health domain among the higher income groups as among the lower. This isfurther illustrated in Figure 5.3 depicting the proportion of children deprived in thehealth domain by income (expenditure) quintile. This graph (3) clearly illustrates thatas  much  as  between  43  and  60  percent  of  the  children  are  deprived  (poor)  in  thehealth domain in 4th and  the  5th quintile with the proportion in the 4th even higherthan in the third quintile.
42 Please note that the seeming difference in the shape of the density function for the healthdeprived children between Figures 5.1 and 5.2 is due to scaling differences between the twographs.
Figure 5.1 Normalized per capita expenditures for all children and children deprived
in the health domain, Vietnam 2006
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Figure 5.2: Normalized per capita expenditures for monetary poor children
and children deprived in the health domain, Vietnam 2006
Source: Authors’ calculations from VHLSS 2006
Figure 5.3 Proportion of health deprived children by income quintile,
Vietnam 2006
Source: Authors’ calculations from VHLSS 2006
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Table 5.2 Correlation between monetary and multidimensional poverty,
Vietnam 2006 Monetary poverty
Education poverty 0.169*
Health poverty 0.133*
Shelter poverty 0.269*
Water and Sanitation poverty 0.361*
Labour poverty 0.133*
Social Inclusion and Protection poverty -0.032*
Source: Authors’ calculations based on VHLSS 2006
Note: correlation coefficients referring to domain poverty are calculated for the
sample of children for which the specific domain poverty is observable
* indicates that the correlation coefficients are significant at the 1 percent level.Obviously, the deprivation in the health domain is almost 100 percent in thelowest income group, but still monetary poverty is not a good predictor of thedeprivation in the health domain for children in Vietnam as is further demonstrated inTable 5.2. Considering the association between monetary poverty status and povertyin  specific  domains,  the  correlations  are  very  low.  The  association  is  strongestbetween monetary poverty and deprivation in the water and sanitation and shelterdomains. However, with coefficients between 0.269 and 0.361, even these correlationshave to be considered to be very modest. The limited degree of correlation betweenmonetary and (multi)dimensional poverty indicators is in line with evidencepresented for other countries by other researchers. Klasen (2000) finds limitedcorrelation between income and deprivation measures in South Africa. Furthermore,in  a  review  of  different  poverty  studies  in  OECD  countries,  Perry  (2002)  as  well  asLayte et al. (2001) conclude that the association between monetary poverty and othermeasures of deprivation is much looser than often assumed.5.4 Monetary poverty and domain poverty rates for adultsin CongoWe argued above that domain poverty rates are especially important for childrensince  they  have  a  special  position  within  households  and  as  (non-)  sovereignconsumers. Whether that is also true for adults is an empirical question to beanswered. The analysis for Vietnam did not address that issue but research based on asimilar  definition  of  domains  and  a  similar  way  of  measuring  poverty  within  thedomains in Congo (Brazzaville) included adults as well. The main results aresummarized in Tables 5.3 and 5.443.
43 For details of the Congo study, see Notten et al., 2008 and Notten, 2008.
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Table 5.3 Poverty incidence per domain: Congo 2005.Incidence (percentages)Total population Children Adult women Adult men
Monetary 50.1 53.7 47.8 46.2
Education 37.9 52.5 1 36.7 21.9
Nutrition 42.9 43.7 43.6 40.8
Health 44.5 2 44.0 46.0 44.0
Labour 21.0 5.6 3 28.3 24.5
Water and Sanitation 67.5 69.9 66.1 64.9
Shelter 58.7 61.6 57.4 54.8
Social inclusion 32.1 33.8 34.6 26.4
Population shares (%) 100 46.2 28.6 25.2
1 Only children aged 6 – 17 ; incidence for boys 53.7 % ; for girls 51.2 % ;
2 38 % of individuals in the  sample only namely those who had been ill during the last 4 weeks ;
3Children aged 10 – 14 only; incidence boys 4.9 %; for girls 6.3 %.
Source: Notten et al., 2008; estimates based on ECOM 2005.
Table 5.4: Adult women and men simultaneously monetary poor and deprived in one of
six domains, Congo 2005 Adult women Adult men
Education 19 % 11 %
Nutrition 25 % 22 %
Health 24 % 23 %
Labour 13 % 12 %
Water and Sanitation 35 % 33 %
Shelter 31 % 28 %
Social inclusion 21 % 16 %
Source: Notten et al., 2008.From Table 5.3 it can be concluded that adults (both men and women) show highmonetary poverty rates in Congo (respectively 46.2 and 47.8). The poverty rates arealso high for nearly all the domains considered with the highest figures for the waterand  sanitation  domain  and  lower  figures  for  the  labour  and  the  social  inclusiondomains. As was the case for children in Vietnam, the overlap between adults in Congobeing simultaneously monetary poor and deprived in one of the domains is extremelylimited (Table 5.4). Percentages of overlap are consistently higher for women than formen but still very limited and nowhere higher than one third, indicating thatmonetary poverty is only a poor predictor of deprivation in the other domains foradults in Congo (as was the case for children in Vietnam).5.5 Making poverty analyses richer by providing moredetailed information to policy designersThe conclusions above have serious implications for the design and the successfulimplementation of social policy. Focussing social policy on the individuals (childrenand adults) who live in poor households according to a money-metric povertymeasure  may  mean  missing  out  on  people  who  are  seriously  deprived  in  importantdomains such as health, education and access to clean water. According to ourestimates presented here, and previous studies by other authors for other countries
False Positives or Hidden Dimensions ?85(see  above),  there  are  a  lot  of  people  who  are  not  poor  in  the  monetary  sense,  butnevertheless do not have access to basic goods such as basic health care, clean waterand education. Given this conclusion we plea for enriching poverty analyses by takinginto consideration the additional and complementary information provided bymultidimensional poverty analyses (as we plead elsewhere for using relative andabsolute poverty lines alongside when considering monetary poverty – Notten and deNeubourg,  2007a,  2007b).  Obviously,  it  requires  more  data  and  more  analyses  andevidently,  the  analyses  may  look  less  streamlined  and  be  less  fit  for  newspapersheadlines; but it can be safely argued that social policy can gain in quality when theinformation from multidimensional poverty studies is taken into account.Multidimensional poverty rates allow going beyond simple monetary povertyheadcounts. In the remainder of this paper we elaborate on the search for overlapbetween the dimensions and on understanding the poverty profile that stems from amore detailed analysis of the dimensions.While  the  headcount  of  people  being  poor  along  one  of  the  dimensions  tell  yousomething on the severity44 of deprivation in these domains, the analysis can be takena step further by studying the number of people that are simultaneously poor in moredimensions. Estimates of children in Vietnam being deprived in two dimensionssimultaneously are given in Table 5.5 (the overlap between the six dimensions and themonetary poverty rate is already given in Table 5.1).
Table 5.5 Proportions of children experiencing poverty in two domains, Vietnam 2006
health
2-4
shelter
0-15
water and
sanitation
0-15
Child work
6-15
social inclusion
and protection
0-155-15,n=8326 5-15, n=8326 6-15,n=7800 5-15, n=8326education X1 3.22 12.58 5.10 1.252-4,n=1428 2-4, n=1428 2-4, n=1428health 11.55 23.93 X1 6.270-15,n=10696 6-15,n=7800 0-15, n=10696shelter 18.72 3.08 1.346-15,n=7800 0-15, n=10696water andsanitation 6.51 2.996-15, n=7800child work 0.40
1 This  figure  cannot  be  calculated  since  the  health  variable  in  the  case  of  Vietnam  is  based  on
children aged 0 – 4; these children, however, do not go to school or cannot be active on the labour
market and for that reason the overlap is zero.
Source: Authors’ calculations based on VHLSS 2006
44 This is different from a poverty severity index for the domains, although it is possible tocalculate that figure as well as is done, see Roelen et al. 2009b.
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From Table 5.5 it  can be seen that for Vietnam the overlap between the domainswater  and  sanitation  and  shelter  on  the  one  hand,  and  health  and  education  on  theother hand is largest. This tells something about the physical living conditions of thechildren and their ability to gain access to health and educational services. Theoverlap between the child labour variable with the deprivation in education isamazingly low: it seems that at least part of the children with activities on the labourmarket still go to school suggesting that for those children child labour is an additionrather than a substitute for being in full time education.Studying the same overlap for children in Congo in Table 5.6 basically reveals thesame picture, only with much higher values and percentages reflecting the fact thatCongo  is  a  poorer  economy  compared  to  Vietnam.  Also  in  the  Congolese  case  theoverlap with the monetary indicator is limited to less than one third (except for waterand sanitation and shelter). But also the overlap of children being poor in any pair oftwo domains is limited, indicating that each dimension brings substantially newinformation  to  the  analysis.  As  in  the  Vietnamese  case,  the  overlap  between  childlabour and children deprived in the education domain is small; clearly, being engagedin  child  labour  is  also  in  Congo  for  at  least  part  of  the  children  a  supplement  ratherthan a substitute to full time education. This is not to say that most of the children inCongo  do  attend  school:  more  than  52  percent  of  the  Congolese  children  are  notattending  school  adequately  as  can  be  seen  from  Table  5.3.  However,  in  most  casesthis is not due to the fact that the children are active on the labour market.
Table 5.6 Proportions of children experiencing poverty in two domains, Congo 2005Monetary Education Nutrition Health Labour Water andsanitation Shelter
Monetary -
Education 32 -
Nutrition 27 25 -
Health 26 28 26 -
Labour 4 5 2 3 -
Water and
Sanitation
42 40 33 34 5 -
Shelter 37 37 31 31 5 54 -
Social
inclusion
24 20 19 18 2 28 26
Source: Notten et al., 2008, estimates based on ECOM 2005
Note:  All  children  except  for  education  (only  children  aged  between  6  –  17)  and  for  labour
(only children aged between 10 – 14).Tables  5.7  and  5.8  provide  the  same  information  for  adult  men  and  women  inCongo. Striking are the small differences between men and women in general.However, when the differences are more outspoken, they reveal new information. Thegender bias to the detriment of women is particularly outspoken for women who aredeprived in the education domain; women who had not followed a formal educationare much more often found among the adults that are monetary poor, suffersignificantly more from malnutrition and have far less access to health services. Theeffect of  having less education is  far less outspoken for men in these domains.  Sincemalnutrition, limited access to health care and less money for mothers usually alsomeans  malnutrition,  limited  access  to  health  care  and  less  money  for  their  children,the observed gender bias is especially detrimental for children.
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Table 5.7 Proportions of adult women experiencing poverty in two domains: Congo 2005Monetary Education Nutrition Health Labour1 Water andsanitation Shelter
Monetary -
Education 19 -
Nutrition 25 19 -
Health 24 21 24 -
Labour 13 5 13 13 -
Water and
Sanitation
35 28 32 32 17 -
Shelter 31 27 29 29 13 49 -
Social
inclusion
21 17 19 18 9 28 25
1 women aged 18 – 54 only.
Source: Notten et al., 2008; estimates based on ECOM 2005.
Table 5.8 Proportions of adult men experiencing poverty in two domains: Congo 2005Monetary Education Nutrition Health Labour1 Water andsanitation Shelter
Monetary -
Education 11 -
Nutrition 22 11 -
Health 23 13 24 -
Labour 12 4 11 13 -
Water and
Sanitation
33 16 29 32 15 -
Shelter 28 14 25 29 12 46 -
Social
inclusion
16 8 14 16 7 21 20
1 men aged 18 -54 only.
Source: Notten et al., 2008; estimates based on ECOM 2005.For policy design purposes the analysis can be taken some steps further. Povertyprofiles using the various dimensions can be constructed. The first step is thedecomposition of the poverty incidence in the various dimensions for severalsubgroups  in  the  population  sample.  This  is  illustrated  for  Vietnam  in  Table  5.9wherein the poverty incidences in the six dimensions are broken down by gender,rural-urban settlement, by region and by age. This table reveals policy informationwhich can guide social policy to target specific subgroups among the children or toabstain from targeting along a certain line. The difference between boys and girls isnot  very  important  in  none  of  the  dimensions.  The  differences  between  urban  andrural areas, however, are striking with children living in rural areas being much worseoff except in the social inclusion domain. The differences are big in all other domainsbut especially big with respect to water and sanitation and shelter; still, thedifferences in the education and the health domains are substantial and should attractthe attention of the policy makers.When disaggregating by regional level, the picture becomes more detailed. TheNorth-West is the most problematic region in Vietnam in the sense that for alldimensions (except social  inclusion) children in that region are much worse off  thantheir peers in the other regions: almost 90 percent of the children in that region do nothave  access  to  clean  water;  almost  70  percent  do  not  have  access  to  decent  healthfacilities,  and  more  than  one  third  of  the  children  are  not  at  school  or  are  lagging
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behind significantly. This is in contrast with the more prosperous parts of the country:the Red River Delta and the South East. In these regions relatively fewer children aredeprived in the six domains. It should be noted, however, that this does not mean thatchild-poverty is not a problem: even in the ‘best’ region of the country a quarter of thechildren do not have access to clean water, and more than 1 out of 10 children is not atschool. The North East, the North West and the North Central Coast need specialpolicy attention when it  comes to health facilities:  a large proportion (60 percent ormore) of the children do not dispose of accessible health facilities.Looking at ethnicity, it is obvious that the conditions for children among Kinh andthe Chinese are better than for the other ethnicities, while the age of the children doesnot have a big influence on the poverty incidence in the six dimensions. School drop-out is a problem at very young age and at older age, while child labour increases withage.While  the  information  in  Table  5.9  provides  already  plausible  focus  points  forsocial  and  infrastructural  policy,  the  analysis  can  be  further  refined.  The  basis  forrefinement is given in Figure 5.4. The Venn diagram depicts the overlap between threedomains for Congolese children: monetary poverty, education poverty and childlabour poverty. 25 percent of the children in Congo are not deprived in any of these 3domains;  3  percent  is  deprived  in  all  the  three  domains  simultaneously;  31  percentare simultaneously monetary poor and education poor and 18 percent are onlyeducational poor without being poor in one of the two other dimensions. Of course,this  kind  of  diagrams  can  be  constructed  for  all  combinations  of  2,  3,  4  and  moredimensions; Figure 5.4 is given for illustrative purposes indicating what possibilities amultidimensional  poverty  analysis  provides.  The  following  step  is  trying  tounderstand the drivers behind the multidimensional poverty rates. This can bestudied by estimating probit (logit) functions on some of the groups reflected inpercentages in the Venn diagram; first, the determinants for children who are notdeprived in any of the domains are estimated; what makes them so different from theothers? Subsequently, any of the groups can be studied: for example the group ofchildren that suffer both from monetary and education poverty versus the group ofchildren that are only education poor: what makes them special? How is it possiblethat children who do not live in monetary poor households are never the less deprivedin the education domain? Some of these analyses are made in Roelen et al., 2009c andin Notten et al., 2008.
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 Venn Diagram
 N = 45239
 A Monetaire
 B Education
 C Travail
 A
 B
 C
 3 %
 20 %
 18 %
 0 %
 31 %
 1 %
 1 %
 (25 %)
Source: Notten et al., 2008; estimates based on ECOM 2005.
Figure 5.4 Overlap between the monetary, education and child labour poverty,
 children Congo 2005
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False Positives or Hidden Dimensions ?915.6 ConclusionMoney-metric poverty measures provide useful information on the number ofmonetary poor people as well as on their profile. However, the information is limitedbecause the headcount implicitly assumes that people living in households above thedefined  poverty  line  are  able  to  afford  the  fulfilment  of  the  basic  needs  for  all  itsmembers. It has been argued that this may not be the case especially for children andadults living in low and middle income countries. Reasons are found in limitedconsumer sovereignty, supply constraints in basic (semi-) public goods and supplyrationing on private markets.In order to overcome the drawbacks of money-metric poverty measures,multidimensional poverty estimates are developed. They take into account thedeprivation in various domains to estimate the number of poor. Mostmultidimensional poverty estimates construct a composite index which can then beused as an alternative to money-metric measures. Composite indices have their owndisadvantages related to weighting and construction. In this paper we avoided most ofthese problems by focusing on the various dimensions separately.The overall conclusions confirm the findings of previous studies that found thatthe overlap between monetary poverty measures on the one hand and povertyestimates  based  on  one  or  more  dimensions  is  surprisingly  limited  in  the  case  ofchildren in Vietnam and adults in Congo. Clearly, deprivation in one or severaldimensions does coincide relatively little with being identified as monetary poor.The analysis of the separate dimensions provides very useful policy information asto where to find the people that lack access to basic goods and services. The profile ofpeople being deprived in several dimensions simultaneously also reveals where tofocus policy attention when designing social policy.In order to make these analyses possible,  detailed data are needed as well  as thecalculation (estimation) of many tables, cross tabulations, figures and diagrams. Thereis a trade-off between the richness of the analysis and inputs needed to produce thisrichness. It could be even questioned whether social policy should engage in this typeof detail when designing new initiatives. Even when the full richness of the analysiscannot be used in designing policy,  they can still  be useful  for policy monitoring andevaluation.
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 False Positives or Hidden Dimensions ?93Chapter 6
FALSE POSITIVES OR HIDDEN DIMENSIONS – WHATCAN MONETARY AND MULTIDIMENSIONALMEASUREMENT TELL US ABOUT CHILD POVERTY?45
A widely used division between poverty measures is that of monetary versus
multidimensional measures. This division is based on conceptual and ideological
underpinnings as well as empirical and analytical outcomes. Comparisons of the
use and outcomes of these methods have shown that they predominantly provide
different pictures of poverty in terms of figures of overall levels of poverty as well
as  groups  of  poor  individuals.  This  paper  adds  value  to  the  longstanding  and
ongoing debate on poverty measurement by comparing the use of a monetary
and multidimensional poverty measurement with a special focus on children and
extending  the  empirical  analysis  beyond  conventional  methods.  In  addition  to
investigating whether overall poverty outcomes or groups of identified poor
children  differ  when  using  two  different  poverty  measures,  we  also  investigate
the drivers underlying these differences. Findings confirm a considerable degree
of misidentification when using monetary and multidimensional poverty
measurement. Correlation between monetary and multidimensional child
poverty is limited and both poverty measures prove to be inadequate to predict
poverty  in  terms  of  the  other  poverty  measure.  An  analysis  of  the  groups  of
poverty suggest that certain demographic groups of children are captured
disproportionately by monetary and multidimensional poverty measures and
that  there  are  underlying  factors  that  in-  or  decrease  a  child’s  probability  to
belong to a specific poverty group.
45Submitted to: International Journal of Social Welfare, February 2010
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6.1 IntroductionThe debate on the definition of poverty and the approaches to conceptualize andmeasure  it  is  longstanding  and  remains  on-going.  What  is  poverty?  How  does  itmanifest itself? And how can it be measured? These are questions that have engagedand still  occupy scholars since Rowntree’s seminal work in the beginning of  the 20thcentury (Alcock 2006). A division of poverty approaches that is often made within thisdebate is that of monetary versus multidimensional approaches, each with their ownadvantages and shortcomings. While some scholars focus the discussion on thetheoretical and ideological underpinnings of the approaches, others have investigatedthe  use  of  different  poverty  approaches  in  more  empirical  or  analytical  terms.  As  aresult, it is widely established that different approaches do not only differ in terms oftheir conceptual foundations (see e.g. Laderchi 1997, Laderchi, Saith and Stewart2003) but also with respect to empirical outcomes (see e.g. Klasen 2000 Perry 2002,Baulch and Masset 2003, Bradshaw and Finch 2003, Maltzahn and Durrheim 2007,Wagle  2009).  Despite  the  range  of  evidence  on  the  topic,  the  majority  of  empiricalstudies do not move beyond the notion that the degree of overlap in poverty outcomesis  limited  and  biased  towards  different  groups  in  society.  Little  analysis  has  beenundertaken to assess the factors and dynamics underlying this limited degree ofoverlap.The issue of child poverty remains a hidden element and under-prioritized despitethe wide acknowledgment that child-focused policy analyses are crucial to account fora  number  of  issues  (see  Ben-Arieh  2000,  Minujin  et  al.  2005,  Roelen  et  al.  2009a).Children hold a special position within the household structure due to their highdependency  on  others  for  the  distribution  of  basic  needs  (e.g.  White,  Leavy  andMasters  2003),  which  are  in  turn  different  from  the  basic  needs  of  adults  (e.g.Waddington 2004). Moreover, poverty often manifests itself as a vicious circle,causing  children  to  be  trapped  in  poverty  from  birth  onwards  (e.g.  Corak  2006).Despite the wide acknowledgment of the importance of child-focused povertymeasurement and analysis and the existing range of literature on the measurement ofchild poverty using monetary and multidimensional methods, an in-depth analysis ofwhether and how the use of such two measures leads to different results with respectto child poverty is, to our knowledge, limited46.This paper analyzes the use of two distinct poverty approaches with respect tospecifically children. We use the Vietnam Household Living Standards Survey (VHLSS)2006 to investigate the outcomes for child poverty when measuring poverty using amonetary versus multidimensional approach on the basis of a broad set of methods. Inaddition to considering the degree of overlap or mismatch, we also investigateunderlying dynamics that could explain potential differences in outcomes. Theremainder of the paper is structured as follows: firstly, we discuss previouscomparative  research  on  monetary  and  multidimensional  poverty  measures  andoutline the monetary and multidimensional approaches used in this study. Next, thedata  and  methodology  are  described  in  detail.  Thirdly,  we  compare  the  use  of  the
46 Bastos, Fernandes and Passos (2004) find differences in outcomes when using an income ordeprivation perspective for the measurement of child poverty in Portugal but do not drawany conclusions with respect to the implications for the academic or policy debate.
 False Positives or Hidden Dimensions ?95monetary and multidimensional approaches in terms of child poverty. This is followedby  a  more  in-depth  analysis  to  gain  an  understanding  of  the  extent  to  which  onepoverty  measure  could  serve  as  a  proxy  for  the  other.  In  the  fifth  section,  weinvestigate characteristics and micro-determinants associated with a child’s risk to beidentified as exclusively monetary or multidimensionally poor or as both. Finally, wedraw conclusions on the basis of our findings.6.2 Monetary and Multidimensional Child PovertyThe division between monetary and multidimensional concepts is commonlymade within the area of poverty measurement and the analysis of one or both types ofapproaches has been the subject of numerous previous studies. Whilst some scholarshave focused their research on the underlying conceptual and theoretical foundationsof poverty measures (see e.g. Sen 1976, 1982, 1985, 1993, Nussbaum 1992, 2000,Ravallion 1994, Laderchi 1997, Laderchi, Saith and Stewart 2003, Thorbecke 2008),others have analyzed poverty measurement from an empirical or applied perspective(see e.g. Klasen 2000, Perry 2002, Bourguignon and Chakravarty 2003, Baulch andMasset 2003, Bradshaw and Finch 2003, Bastos, Fernandes and Passos 2004, Wagle2009),  largely  focusing  on  the  investigation  of  similarities  or  differences  of  povertyoutcomes using different types of poverty measurement. Findings in these studiesgenerally suggest that the use of monetary and multidimensional poverty measuresresults in different pictures of poverty, pointing towards modest, if not limited,overlap of results (see Laderchi 1997, Klasen 2000, Perry 2002, Baulch and Masset2003, Sahn and Stifel 2003, Bastos, Fernandes and Passos 2004, Whelan, Layte andMaitre 2004, Wagle 2009). A short account of conceptual and theoreticalconsiderations underlying both approaches is provided below.Whilst monetary definitions refer to the measurement of poverty on the basis ofincome or expenditures, multidimensional measurement incorporate a broad base ofattributes that are assumed to reflect the state of poverty47. Money-metric povertymeasurement was and remains the most widely used method for poverty analysisworld-wide (Redmond 2008,  Laderchi et  al.  2003,  Layte et  al.  2001) and is based onthe rationale that individuals with a certain degree of purchasing power are able tofulfil their basic needs (Thorbecke 2008, Tsui 2002). However, there are a number ofdrawbacks of the monetary approach, especially in terms of the measurement of childpoverty. Its underlying rationale assumes that all attributes for the fulfilment of basicneeds  can  be  purchased  on  markets  and  expressed  in  monetary  terms.  However,  inmany instances those markets do not exist or function imperfectly (Thorbecke 2008,Bourguignon  and  Chakravarty  2003,  Tsui  2002)  and  monetary  values  can  not  beassigned to specific attributes 48  (Thorbecke 2008, Hulme and McKay 2008).Furthermore, when individuals or households have sufficient income for the purchaseof a basic basket of goods, it does not directly imply that it is also spent on this basketof goods (Thorbecke 2008). Also, income or consumption is predominantly measured
47 This paragraph shows overlap with section 5.1; readers having read that section are advisedto continue with the next paragraph.48 Consider attributes such as literacy, numeracy, life expectancy, social participation andinformation.
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at  one  point  in  time,  masking  seasonal  variability  (Sahn  and  Stifel  2003)  or  at  thehousehold level, not capturing intra-household distribution (Hulme and McKay 2008).Hence,  one  has  to  rely  on  equivalence  scale  methods  to  infer  conclusions  forindividuals within the households, including children. Finally, children are noteconomic actors themselves and therefore not able to generate income to sustain theirown livelihood. Monetary indicators would thus not adequately reflect children’s stateof  poverty  (White,  Leavy  and  Masters  2003).  As  a  response  to  these  conceptual  andtechnical drawbacks, alternative general poverty approaches have been developed ina  multidimensional  sphere  (Maltzahn  and  Durrheim  2007).  Amartya  Sen  was  one  ofthe first scholars to propose an approach including other aspects than (merely)income that were considered to better reflect the state of poverty (Sen 1985).Consequently, the field of multidimensional poverty measurement has seen a wideexpansion, including Sen’s capability approach, basic needs approaches (Streeten1981,  1984)  or  social  exclusion  methods  (Marlier,  Atkinson,  Cantillon  and  Nolan2007). Recent child poverty studies have also focused on more multidimensionalaspects of  poverty (see Gordon et al.  2003,  Bradshaw et al.  2006,  Noble et  al.  2006).Although the development of multidimensional poverty measurement largely resultedfrom the conceptual and theoretical drawbacks inherent to the monetary povertyapproach (Maltzahn and Durrheim 2007), the multidimensional povertymeasurement also holds a number of disadvantages. Inherent to the construction of amultidimensional poverty measurement is the translation of concept into anoperational measure (Wagle 2009) and thereby choices related to the conceptualframework, domains and indicators (Laderchi 1997, Klasen 2000, Alkire and Foster2008,  Roelen  et  al.  2009a).  These  choices  are  often  subject  to  value  judgments  andcontext-specific and implicit choices make multidimensional poverty estimatessusceptible to misinterpretation (Roelen et al. 2009a) and controversy (Klasen 2000).Other contentious issues that need to be tackled when constructing amultidimensional poverty measure include the weighting scheme for domains andindicators as well as the construction of an aggregate poverty index (see Klasen 2000,Nolan and Whelan 2007, Alkire and Foster 2008).Following the seminal work in the 1970’s and 1980’s by Sen (1976, 1985), thepoverty debate has seen a “general move [… ] away from the view of income as the solemeasure of  poverty […] (Maltzahn and Durrheim 2007).  Given a few exceptions (e.g.Maltzahn and Durrheim 2007), previous studies have indicated that monetary povertyis weakly correlated with alternative dimensions of poverty and thus not anappropriate proxy for poverty in multidimensional terms (De Neubourg et al.  2009).Research in empirical  terms has focused primarily on the analysis of  size and groupdifferences using different poverty approaches. A few examples highlight the main lineof findings. Wagle (2009) finds that monetary poverty versus capability approachespoint towards differences with respect to the magnitude and demographic profile ofpoverty in the United States. Findings by Baulch and Masset (2003) suggest thatchronic poverty in Vietnam is more persistent in terms of deprivation with respect tomalnutrition and education than in terms of monetary poverty. An exploration ofpoverty and deprivation in South Africa by Klasen (2000), suggests that expenditureversus deprivation-based poverty measures capture different groups in societydespite a strong overall correlation between expenditures and deprivation levels.Findings from Bradshaw and Finch (2003) for Britain underscore the limited overlapin  poverty  groups  by  concluding  that  “[…]  the  people  who  are  defined  as  living  in
 False Positives or Hidden Dimensions ?97poverty  by  different  measures  of  poverty  are  different”.  Its  far-reaching  policyimplication is an important reason that this research topic has been the subject of arange  of  previous  work  and  remains  to  be  of  utmost  interest  and  importance.  Ifdifferent approaches to poverty indeed draw different pictures of poverty and capturedifferent  groups  of  poor,  the  policy  response  to  poverty  is  highly  respondent  to  thepoverty measure used (Laderchi 1997, Bradshaw and Finch 2003, Sahn and Stifel2003,  De  Neubourg  et  al.  2009).  This  paper  adds  value  to  the  debate  in  two  ways.Firstly, it presents a thorough analysis of the overlap and mismatch of monetary andmultidimensional child poverty applied to the case of Vietnam, validating previousresearch and providing new insights. Secondly, this paper takes the analysis one stepfurther and investigates the drivers of the mismatch between monetary andmultidimensional child poverty.6.3 Data and Methodology6.3.1 VHLSS 200649The data used for this study is the Vietnam Households Living Standards Survey(VHLSS)  from  2006.  This  household  survey  is  based  on  the  former  Vietnam  LivingStandards  Survey  (VLSS)  but  employs  a  bigger  sample  size  and  is  to  be  conductedevery  other  year.  The  VLSS  was  conducted  in  1993  and  1998  and  the  VHLSS  from2002 onwards every second year by the Government Statistical Office (GSO), followingthe World Bank’s Living Standards Measurement Survey (LSMS) methodology. TheVHLSS survey samples from 2002 to 2010 are drawn from a master sample, which is arandom sample of  the 1999 Population Census enumeration areas.  The VHLSS 2006contains 9.189 households with 39.071 individuals, including 10.696 children underthe age of 16.Household surveys like the VHLSS provide micro-data at the level of the householdand their individual members on a range of issues related to children’s well-being andpoverty as well  as social  protection.  A number of  limitations are also inherent to theuse of the VHLSS and similar household surveys. The most notable one is that thesampling method causes a substantial group in the society to be omitted from thesample and subsequent data (Evans and Harkness 2008). The sample for the survey isconstructed on the basis of the official lists of registered households in communes andurban  wards  in  Vietnam  that  have  lived  in  the  enumeration  area  for  at  least  sixmonths (Pincus and Sender 2006, 2008). This implies that households or individualsthat have recently migrated are not included in the sampling frame (Edmond and Turk2004). Further, due to the strict the household registration system, or ho khau system,many  households  and  individuals  do  not  satisfy  the  necessary  criteria  to  newlyregister and stay unregistered (Pincus and Sender 2006, 2008). But also migrants thathave temporary forms of registration appear to be under represented in the samplingframe (VDR 2008).  The omission of  these groups in society is  not only an importantissue to point out because of its suspected significant size but even more so because ofthe denial of social and public services they experience due to their status. The
49 This section shows overlap with section 4.4.1; readers having read that section are advised tocontinue with the next section.
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structural exclusion of the unregistered migrant group from the data will most likelypresent us with underestimations for (child) poverty.6.3.2 Methods of AnalysisAs a clear understanding of  the child poverty approaches at  hand is crucial  for asound and solid poverty analysis and interpretation of results (Ravallion 2004, Roelenet al. 2009a), we clearly outline the poverty measures used in this paper for the caseof Vietnam. The monetary poverty method builds on per capita expenditures50 asunderlying welfare measure. The monetary poverty line in 2006 lies at 2559 VND perday, capturing the cost of a food and non-food basket (VDR 2008)51. This poverty linewas established by the General Statistical Office (GSO) and the World Bank (WB) andis generally referred to as the official poverty line. The incidence of monetary childpoverty is based on the share of children with a per capita income below the povertyline, which is provided by the poverty headcount or incidence rate. The depth ofpoverty is measured by the average shortfall of income to the poverty line as apercentage of the poverty line, which is represented by the poverty gap ratio. Bothmeasures  are  part  of  the  FGT-class  of  poverty  measures  and  can  be  denoted  asfollows:
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where N represents the total population, q represents the population below thepoverty line, z denotes the poverty line and yi is the individual’s income. If ? is 0, theequation denotes the poverty headcount ratio and if ? is 1, the equation representsthe poverty gap ratio (Ravallion 1994)52.The multidimensional poverty method  used  in  this  paper  is  a  child-specific,outcome-focused and country-specific approach that considers non-monetary aspectsof deprivation that are especially relevant for children. It was especially developed toidentify poverty amongst children in Vietnam. Included items consist of education,health, child labour and water and sanitation, among others. A total of six domains andnine  indicators  within  these  domains  are  selected  on  the  basis  of  stakeholderdiscussions, previous research and data availability and they are considered toappropriately reflect the poverty status of children in Vietnam (Roelen et al. 2006,2009a, 2009b). The aggregation of the indicator and domain poverty rates to arrive atthe  overall  child  poverty  rate  follows  a  combination  of  the  union  and  dual  cut-off
50 Per capita expenditures have been calculated on the basis of equal weights for eachhousehold member, making no assumptions about economics of scale.51 The cost component of the food basket is based on a daily intake of 2100 calories per personper day (VDR 2008).52 The FGT-class of poverty measures also includes the poverty severity index, which iscalculated by assuming ? is 2 and thereby giving greater weight to larger shortfalls of income(Ravallion 1994). We do not use this measure in this chapter.
 False Positives or Hidden Dimensions ?99identification strategy (see Roelen et al. 2009b). A child is domain deprived if he/shedoes not meet the threshold of at least one of the indicators within the specificdomain,  also  known  as  the  union  approach  (Atkinson  2003).  The  overall  povertyheadcount  is  determined  by  deprivation  in  at  least  two  domains,  also  known  as  thedual cut-off identification strategy (Alkire and Foster 2008). Depth of poverty ismeasured by the normalized deprivation score, dividing the total number of observeddeprivations by the maximum number of observable deprivations per individual child(Roelen  et  al.  2009b).  The  poverty  gap  ratio  is  represented  as  a  percentage  of  themaximum number of observable deprivations. The calculation of the child povertydepth in this manner is in line with the calculation of the monetary poverty indicatorsand  can  thus  be  used  parallel  in  a  comprehensive  poverty  analysis  (Roelen  et  al.2009b). However, instead of taking the distance to the poverty line as underlyingmeasure, we count the total number of observed indicator deprivations per individualchild. The formal notation of the multidimensional child poverty measures are asfollows (see also Roelen et al. 2009b):The  percentage  of  children  falling  below  the  specified  threshold  per  indicator  isdenoted as the indicator poverty rate.
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where n stands  for  all  children  for  which  the  indicator  is  observable  and Iirepresents a dichotomous variable with value 1 if the child is below the indicatorthreshold and thus vulnerable and value 0 if the child meets the threshold and is notvulnerable. The domain poverty rate reflects the rate of children experiencingdeprivation  within  a  specific  domain  as  a  percentage  of  children  for  whom  theindicators within that domain are observable. The domain poverty rate is given by
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where n represents all children for which the indicators are observable and Distands for domain poverty, a dichotomous variable with value 1 if the child suffersdeprivation  within  the  specific  domain  and  value  0  if  the  child  does  not  sufferdeprivation. A child is considered to suffer domain poor if it experiences indicatorpoverty for at least one indicator within that domain:
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where d stands for the total number of indicators identified per domain. The ratesfor child poverty can be written as follows:
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where N represents the full sample size of children aged 0-15 and Povi representsa dichotomous variable with value 1 if a child suffers child poverty:
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where D stands for the total number of domains within the specific approach. Thedepth of child poverty is consequently calculated by dividing the number of observedindicator poverty by the maximum of observable indicators for each individual child:
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where p stands for the total number of indicators for which the child is consideredto be poor and P represents to the maximum of number of  observable indicators forthe individual child. The aggregate child poverty gap ratio can be written as follows:
N
Gap
ChildGap
N
i
iå
== 1 (8)
A  set  of  different  methods  is  used  in  this  paper  to  investigate  the  main  researchquestions. Cross tabulations and correlation coefficients have previously been used inother comparative studies of poverty measures (see e.g. Klasen 2000) and will also beemployed in this study. ROC curves prove a useful tool to further assess the degree towhich one approach is capable of predicting poverty in terms of the other povertymeasure and as such can serve as a proxy measure. A Receiver OperatorCharacteristics  (ROC)  curve  is  a  method  to  visualize  the  performance  of  a  test  todiscriminate  between  two  populations  (Minot  and  Baulch  2004).  In  terms  of  ourstudy, it allows for the assessment of targeting efficiency when using the monetarypoverty measure to identify children that are multidimensionally poor. The outcomesprovide an indication of the extent to which the monetary poverty method would besuitable  as  a  proxy  for  multidimensional  poverty.  The  application  of  ROC  curves  forpoverty analysis to date has been fairly limited. Wodon (1997) and Minot and Baulch
 False Positives or Hidden Dimensions ?101(2004)  are  among  the  few  scholars  that  have  used  this  specific  method  to  assesstargeting performance of different poverty indicators. Cross tabulations and Venndiagrams are used to assess and visualize the degree of overlap of children identifiedas monetary and/or multidimensionally poor. Although cross-tabulations are fairlycommon for the analysis of overlap or mismatch of poverty measures (see e.g. Klasen2000, Baulch and Masset 2003, Bastos et al. 2004, Whelan et al. 2004), the use of Venndiagrams is limited. Finally, multinomial regression enables the investigation ofunderlying  drivers  or  dynamics  that  cause  children  to  be  identified  asmultidimensional and/or monetary poor. The identification of child poverty using twodistinct poverty measures leads to four mutually exclusive groups in the population,making multinomial regression the appropriate method  for analysis (see also Whelanet al. 2004).6.4 Comparing Monetary and Multidimensional PovertyMeasurementA comparative analysis of poverty measurement using monetary andmultidimensional approaches consists of two different aspects, namely differences inthe  magnitude  of  poverty  and  differences  in  groups  of  poverty.  The  first  refers  tooverall  poverty figures,  indicating the size of  poverty for different groups in society.The second, however, refers to the question whether the same or different childrenare captured by the two poverty approaches.A comparison of the magnitude of child poverty in Vietnam is presented in Table6.1.  It  can  be  observed  that  23  percent  of  all  children  below  16  years  of  age  aremonetary  poor,  compared  to  a  poverty  incidence  rate  of  31  percent  formultidimensional poverty. These size differences are considerable but can also beconsidered  as  largely  arbitrary  due  to  their  dependence  on  the  level  of  the  povertyline. Although the setting of the poverty line is often the result of a long and thoroughprocess, it remains subjective and open to debate. Rather than the discrepancies inmagnitude, possible differences between groups of children captured by the monetaryand multidimensional poverty approaches are of greater interest.
Table 6.1 Monetary and multidimensional povertyVHLSS, n=10696Monetary ChildPoverty Rate MultidimensionalChild Poverty Rate
Total 22.62 30.72
Source: Authors’ calculations from VHLSS 2006In order to focus the remainder of our analysis and discussion on differencesarising  with  respect  to  the  demographic  profile  and  groups  of  poor  children,  weremove  size  differences  in  poverty  by  artificially  equalizing  the  monetary  andmultidimensional poverty rates. The monetary poverty line is raised to such a level of
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per capita income53 so that the monetary approach captures the same proportion ofpoor children as the multidimensional approach. Table 6.2 presents an unconditionalpoverty profile for various demographic groups.
Table 6.2 Adjusted monetary and multidimensional poverty by demographic groupsVHLSS, n=10696MonetaryChild PovertyRate Monetary ChildPoverty GapRatio MultidimensionalChild PovertyRate MultidimensionalChild Poverty GapRatio
Total 30.7 8.3 30.7 18.5
Gender
Male 30.1   (1) 8.2   (1) 30.5   (1) 18.5
Female 31.4   (2) 8.4   (2) 31.0   (2) 18.5
Area *** *** *** ***
Urban 8.9    (1) 1.9    (1) 11.3   (1) 8.8    (1)
Rural 37.0   (2) 10.1   (2) 36.3   (2) 21.0   (2)
Region *** *** *** ***
Red River Delta 21.5   (3) 4.2     (3) 9.7    (1) 8.2    (1)
North East 43.5   (5) 12.0   (5) 36.2   (5) 21.0   (6)
North West 69.5   (8) 24.7   (8) 63.1   (8) 38.7   (8)
North Central
Coast 47.0   (7) 14.2   (6) 25.8   (4) 14.2   (4)
South Central
Coast 26.0   (4) 5.6    (4) 18.5   (2) 11.1   (2)
Central
Highlands 45.2   (6) 15.3  (7) 39.3   (6) 20.9   (5)
South East 12.9   (1) 3.4   (1) 20.2   (3) 13.5   (3)
Mekong River
Delta 21.3   (2) 4.0   (2) 56.3   (7) 27.3   (7)
Ethnicity *** *** *** ***
Kinh/Chinese
ethnicity 22.1   (1) 4.8    (1) 24.1   (1) 13.9   (1)
Other ethnicity 71.8   (2) 24.8   (2) 62.3   (2) 34.1   (2)
Age group *** *** *** ***
0-2 33.5   (4) 10.1  (5) 27.9   (2) 24.0   (5)
3-4 36.7   (6) 10.4  (6) 41.6   (6) 27.0   (6)
5 34.3   (5) 10.0  (4) 38.4   (4) 18.5   (3)
6-10 33.5   (3) 9.3   (3) 25.8   (1) 14.3   (1)
11-14 27.8   (2) 6.8   (2)  29.5   (3) 17.2   (2)
15 21.3   (1) 4.8   (1) 40.4   (5) 20.8   (4)
Source: Authors’ calculations from VHLSS 2006
Note: ***<0.001, significance level chi-squared group equality of means
53 The original level of the monetary poverty line was 2,559.850 VND; the adjusted monetarypoverty line is 2,905.000 VND.
 False Positives or Hidden Dimensions ?103Demographic decomposition shows that both monetary and multidimensionalpoverty  figures  do  not  display  a  significant  degree  of  gender  inequality.  Incidencerates  and  depth  ratios  do  diverge  for  different  areas,  regions  and  age  groups  inVietnam. A considerably smaller proportion of children living in urban areas are poorin comparison to rural areas in terms of both monetary and multidimensional poverty.However, the multidimensional method disproportionately captures the urbanpopulation compared to the monetary method; the discrepancy between povertyestimates for the urban and rural areas is smaller in case of multidimensional povertythan monetary poverty. Regional poverty estimates indicate that the monetary andmultidimensional approaches rank regions differently. Both methods identify theNorth West region as the region with the highest incidence and depth of child poverty.However, regional rankings differ greatly when considering the other regions. Mostnotable is the Mekong River Delta, which has the one but lowest poverty incidence interms of monetary poverty but one but highest poverty incidence and depth in termsof multidimensional poverty. Decomposition of poverty by ethnicity indicates that theethnic  minorities  are  greatly  disadvantaged  in  terms  of  both  monetary  andmultidimensional poverty, although the discrepancy is more outspoken with respectto monetary poverty. Poverty figures by age group indicate that children in the oldestage bracket experience least incidence and depth in terms of monetary poverty. Thepicture with respect to multidimensional poverty is almost reversed, indicating thatchildren in the oldest age bracket are amongst the most deprived. Note that themonetary poverty is purely based on data at the household level while themultidimensional poverty method in part captures individual children’s situation. Theunderlying indicators and the different age groups they capture, form an explanationfor these different poverty rates by age groups.The poverty estimates in Table 6.2 point towards differences in the demographicprofiles of the poor children using a monetary and multidimensional povertyapproach. Further comparative analysis of both child poverty approaches analyses theextent  to  which  one  approach  is  able  to  differentiate  poverty  in  terms  of  the  otherapproach. Clearly, if the theoretical and conceptual differences between bothapproaches would not translate in different outcomes, we could simply use onepoverty approach (Laderchi 1997). However, previous research leads to the suspicionthat this is not the case. Figure 6.1 displays the distribution of income for childrenbeing identified as multidimensionally poor as well as children who are not identifiedas such.
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Figure 6.1 Distribution of normalized income for multidimensionally
poor and non-poor
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Source: Authors’ calculations from VHLSS 2006Both groups face a normal distribution with respect to their normalized incomebut at  a lower level  of  income for children that are multidimensionally poor.  On thebasis of this figure, it is tempting to report that the difference betweenmultidimensionally poor and non-poor can be captured by income and to assume thatboth measures are highly correlated. Further analysis, however, points towards amore diversified picture. The proportion of multidimensionally poor children byincome quintile is presented in Figure 6.2.
Figure 6.2 Proportion of multidimensionally poor children by
income quintile
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Source: Authors’ calculations from VHLSS 2006
 False Positives or Hidden Dimensions ?105Although the first quintile holds the largest proportion of children that aremultidimensionally poor, we can also observe that 8 and 17 percent of all children inthe top two income quintiles are multidimensionally poor.  In other words, income isnot able to fully differentiate between children being multidimensionally poor or not.Correlation coefficients in Table 6.3 underline these findings by displaying a limiteddegree of association between monetary and multidimensional poverty.
Table 6.3 Correlation monetary and multidimensional povertyMonetary poverty Per capitaexpenditures
Multidimensional poverty 0.316*
Multidimensional normalized
poverty score -0.362*
Education poverty 0.169*
Health poverty 0.134*
Shelter poverty 0.269*
Water and Sanitation poverty 0.361*
Labour poverty 0.142*
Social Inclusion and Protection
poverty 0.032*
Source: Authors’ calculations from VHLSS 2006
Notes: The correlation between per capita expenditures and multidimensional poverty score is
calculated by means of the Pearson correlation coefficient; the correlation between monetary
poverty  and  multidimensional  poverty  as  well  as  domain  poverty  is  calculated  using  the  Phi
correlation coefficient. Correlation coefficients referring to domain poverty are calculated for the
sample of children for which the specific domain poverty was also observable.Correlation coefficients between various indicators of monetary andmultidimensional poverty are all significant but at fairly low levels of correlation. Thecorrelation between monetary and multidimensional poverty status and size ofpoverty measures display similar levels with coefficients between 0.316 and 0.362 (asthe multidimensional normalized poverty score is an inverse poverty indicatorcompared to per capita expenditures, the correlation coefficients holds a negativesign). Considering the correlation between monetary poverty status and poverty inspecific domains, the association is strongest between poverty in the water andsanitation and shelter domains. However, with coefficients between 0.269 and 0.361,this is rather modest. The limited degree of correlation between monetary andmultidimensional poverty indicators has also become evident from previous studies.Klasen (2000) finds limited correlation between income and deprivation measures inSouth Africa. Furthermore, in a review of different poverty studies in OECD countries,Perry (2002) as well as Layte et al. (2001) also conclude that the association betweenpoverty and another measure of deprivation is much looser than is often assumed.In addition to these non-parametric tools, we explore the explanatory power of themonetary poverty method to assess multidimensional poverty through ROC curves.ROC curves graphically depict the performance of a test to discriminate between twopopulations (Minot and Baulch 2004). The X-axis of an ROC graph depicts the “falsepositives” (1-specificity) or the inclusion error (Wodon 1997). In this specific case,this refers to the identification of children that are not multidimensionally poor as
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monetary poor. The Y-axis depicts the “true positives” (sensitivity) or correctidentification (Wodon 1997), this referring to multidimensionally poor children alsobeing identified as monetary poor. The false positives and true positives are depictedalong a continuum of probability cut-offs, which refers to poverty risks or theprobability to be poor in this case. An ROC curve that is depicted by a 45 degree lineindicates  a  model  with  no  explanatory  power,  i.e.  the  chances  of  being  identified  ornot  as  monetary  poor  are  equal  regardless  of  the  actual  probability  to  bemultidimensionally  poor.  An  ROC  curve  bowed  towards  the  upper  left  corner  of  thegraph  indicates  a  model  with  larger  predictive  power  as  the  rate  of  true  positivesincreases at a relatively higher rate than the rate of false positives. The area under theROC curve indicates the efficiency of the diagnostic test An area with value 1 indicatesa perfect test, while an area of 0.5 points to a model without any predictive value (the45 degree line). Figure 6.3 presents an ROC curve for the use of the monetary povertymeasure to explain multidimensional child poverty.
Figure 6.3 ROC curve for monetary poverty as a test for multidimensional poverty
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Source: Authors’ calculations from VHLSS 2006The ROC curve in Figure 6.3 points towards limited power of the monetarypoverty measure to predict or proxy multidimensional poverty. The area under theROC curve is 0.67, suggesting little explanatory power. The bowed ROC curve is splitup into two segments, the lower part capturing the children that are identified bymonetary  poverty  and  the  upper  segment  representing  all  others.  Considering  thevalues  of  the  X-  and  Y-axes  at  the  point  where  the  curvature  changes,  it  can  beobserved that monetary poverty captures approximately 20 percent false positivesand 55 percent true positives.  In other words,  if  the monetary poverty measure was
 False Positives or Hidden Dimensions ?107used to predict multidimensional child poverty, the probability to be rightly identifiedas such by the monetary approach would be around 55 percent.  By the same token,there is a chance of approximately 20 percent to be identified as poor by the monetarypoverty approach when not multidimensionally poor. Results are similar when testingthe use of the multidimensional poverty measure as a proxy for monetary poverty.The area under the ROC curve is also 0.67, indicating that the multidimensionalpoverty measure is not well able to differentiate between children that are monetarypoor or not. Less than half of all children that are monetary poor are identified as poorusing the multidimensional poverty measure while a considerable proportion ofchildren that are not monetary poor would be identified as poor. Based on the resultsfrom the ROC analysis as well  as the findings above,  it  is  evident that monetary andmultidimensional child poverty is not closely related and one poverty measure is notadequately able to differentiate child poverty in terms of the other measure.6.5 Groups of PovertyAn  analysis  of  the  groups  of  children  identified  to  be  poor  by  the  monetary  andmultidimensional poverty approach provides insight into the extent to which thepoverty measures capture the same or different groups of children. Table 6.4 presentsthe percentages of children identified by the monetary and/or multidimensionalpoverty approach for different levels of the monetary poverty line. Figure 6.4 presentsa Venn diagram that displays the figures from Table 6.4 in a graphical manner. Such ananalysis of the overlap of monetary and multidimensional child poverty identifies fourso-called “poverty groups”. Group A consists of those children only identified as poorby multidimensional poverty, group B contains those children that are only monetarypoor,  group  AB  are  those  children  that  are  identified  as  being  poor  by  bothapproaches and group C are the non-poor children.
Table 6.4 Cross tabulations of multidimensional
and monetary poverty Monetary poor
Yes No
Yes 16 (AB) 15  (A)Multi-dimensionalpoor No 15 (B) 55  (C)
Source: Authors’ calculations from VHLSS 2006
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Figure 6.4 Venn diagram overlap multidimensional and monetary poverty
Source: Authors’ calculations from VHLSS 2006Results  in  Table  6.4  and  Figure  6.4  indicate  that  the  degree  of  overlap  betweenchildren identified as poor in monetary and multidimensional terms is limited. It canbe observed that more than 40 percent of all children have been identified as poor bythe multidimensional and/or the monetary poverty approach but only 13 percent ofall children is captured by both approaches. Whilst 18 percent of all children are onlyidentified as multidimensionally poor, 10 percent is considered only to be pooraccording to the monetary approach Similar analyses in previous studies havereached conclusions along the same lines. Bastos et al. (2004) find that there is limitedoverlap between quartiles of children identified as poor using a monetary childpoverty index and multidimensional child deprivation index. Similarly, Klasen (2000)finds a large degree of misidentification of the poor, with considerable groups ofpeople that are only identified by either the monetary or multidimensional povertymeasures.Table 6.5 provides information about the demographic composition of thesepoverty groups.  The unconditional poverty profile in Table 6.2 indicated rankings ofsub-groups of poor children on the basis of monetary and multidimensional povertyare similar (except for decomposition by region and age),  suggesting that findings ofboth poverty measures are mutually supporting (Perry 2002).  However, previousresearch has indicated that there is a considerable degree of mismatch at the level ofthe individual when both measures are used for the identification of poverty (seeKlasen 2000, Perry 2002). Estimates in Table 6.5 examine which demographic sub-groups are particularly affected by the misidentification of the monetary andmultidimensional poverty.
False Positives or Hidden Dimensions ?109
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The demographic figures show that the participation in the poverty groups is notbiased towards either boys or girls. The proportions of boys and girls over the variouspoverty groups do not display significant differences, regardless of the povertymethod used. However, the decomposition by area shows that children living in ruralareas are disproportionately poorer than children living in urban areas in all povertygroups. Whilst 83 percent of all children in urban areas are not poor (group C), morethan half  of  those in rural  areas belong to one of  the poverty groups.  The overlap ofpoverty  in  rural  areas  in  limited;  one  out  of  five  children  in  rural  areas  are  bothmultidimensionally and monetary poor (group AB) but 17 percent of all rural childrenare only multidimensionally poor (group A) and another 17 percent is only monetarypoor (group B). The equal shares of rural children in groups A and B does not suggestthat either the monetary or multidimensional approach is more prone to capturechildren  in  rural  areas.  The  regional  decomposition  of  the  shares  of  children  in  thevarious poverty groups does, however, point towards a certain bias of the povertyapproaches. The Mekong River Delta and North Central Coast regions are appropriateexamples to illustrate that the monetary and multidimensional approaches capturedifferent groups of children. Only 8 percent of all children in the North Central Coastare exclusively multidimensionally poor (group A) , ranking second best of all regions,but 29 percent of all children in this region are exclusively monetary poor (group B),ranking  lowest  of  all  regions.  At  the  other  end  of  the  scale,  children  in  the  MekongRiver Delta are faring well with respect to monetary poverty; only 4 percent of allchildren are exclusively monetary poor (group B). However, they seem extremelyprone to multidimensional poverty as 39 percent of all children are exclusivelymultidimensionally  poor  (group  A).  A  large  degree  of  misidentification  can  also  beobserved with respect to ethnicity. The large majority of children of ethnic minoritybelong  to  one  of  the  poverty  groups  A,  B  or  AB.  However,  the  shares  of  childrenexclusively multidimensionally poor (group A) are similar for both ethnic groups,whilst there are great discrepancies with respect to the other poverty groups. At 48percent, the share of children of ethnic minority that are poor with respect to bothpoverty approaches (group AB) is 5 times higher than the share of children ofKinh/Chinese majority, suggesting that almost half of all children of ethnic minorityare highly impoverished. Decomposition of poverty groups by age brackets indicatesthat the children in the oldest age bracket are prone to be captured by themultidimensional approach but not so by the monetary approachThe notion that monetary and multidimensional poverty measurement capturedifferent groups of the population in a disproportionate manner is important in bothacademic as well as policy terms. In terms of the academic debate, it becomes evidentthat the different theoretical underpinnings of poverty approaches also result indifferent outcomes of poverty. The way in which poverty is understood andconceptualized  also  translates  in  the  identification  of  different  groups  of  people  insociety as being poor (Laderchi 1997), also in terms of child poverty. In other words,the conceptual debate about poverty is not only a theoretical exercise but one withfar-reaching empirical implications. With respect to policy, the misidentification of thepoor  is  especially  relevant  in  terms  of  targeting  (e.g.  Klasen  2000,  Sahn  and  Stifel2003)  as  well  as  design  (Laderchi  1997).  If  either  a  monetary  or  multidimensionalpoverty measure is used for the targeting of policies, a considerable group in societywould be excluded despite its poverty status in terms of the other poverty measure.Furthermore,  specific  demographic  groups  in  society  would  be  more  prone  to  be
False Positives or Hidden Dimensions ?111identified as poor and be targeted while others run a greater risk of not beingidentified as such and to be excluded from the policy under consideration. The designof  policy  measures  to  respond  to  the  issue  of  poverty  will  also  differ  when  usingdifferent poverty approaches. Whilst the creation of employment opportunities foradults  to  increase  income  might  appear  most  relevant  in  case  of  a  lack  of  monetarymeans, the improvement of access and/or quality of basic services might be moreappropriate in case of deprivation in alternative dimensions of poverty (Laderchi1997).6.6 Drivers of Poverty MismatchAlthough these notions on the basis of  the findings and analysis above provide avaluable contribution to the ongoing debate on poverty measurement, especially interms of child poverty,  the findings also give rise to another question.  Namely,  whatare  the  drivers  for  these  differences?  Can  we  consider  those  groups  of  children  thatare captured by only one of the poverty measures to be “false positives”? Or do theyhave specific characteristics and represent a vulnerable group in society that requirescareful attention? Furthermore, can the children identified to be poor by bothmeasure considered to be the “ultra-poor” or are their characteristics too divergent tomake any such inferences about this group? In this section, we attempt to gain a moredetailed insight of the specific situation of the poverty groups and the underlyingdynamics that drive them.In order to gain further insight into the characteristics of the specific povertygroups,  we  consider  the  differences  in  underlying  poverty  indicators.  Table  6.6presents the proportion of children in each poverty group that suffer poverty in eachdomain54.
54  Note  that  the  percentages  in  the  column  for  Group  B  add  up  to  100%  as  children  in  thisgroup can theoretically only suffer deprivation in one domain or no domain; if they suffereddeprivation in more domains, they would have been identified as multidimensionally poor.The percentages in the columns for group A and AB do not  add up to 100% as children inthese groups can suffer deprivation in multiple domains.
?
CH
A
PT
ER
 6
112
Table 6.6 Domain poverty rates by poverty groupGroup A -Only multi-dimensionally  poor Group B -Only monetarypoor Group AB -Multidimensionallyand monetary poor Group C -Non-poor
Domain Poverty rate Domain Povertyrate Domain Poverty rate non-poor
Total 14.7 14.7 16.0 54.5
Domains
Education 35.9 4.1 36.7 na
Health 12.1 3.6 13.6 na
Shelter 58.5 3.1 67.2 na
Water and
sanitation 88.7 55.9 95.8 na
Child labour 18.1 0.9 18.7 na
Social Inclusion
and Protection 16.9 3.2 10.6 na
No domain
(only monetary
poor)
na 29.3 na na
Source: Authors’ calculations from VHLSS 2006Estimates  for  group  B  reveals  that  more  than  70  percent  of  all  children  in  thisgroup suffer poverty in one domain in addition to being monetary poor. Poverty in thewater and sanitation domain is most prevalent for all poverty groups. The largemajority  of  group  A  and  group  AB  children  suffer  poverty  in  this  domain  while  thisamounts  to  56  percent  for  children  in  group  B.  The  domain  with  the  second  largestincidence rates in groups A and AB is shelter with incidence rates between 59 and 67percent.  Remarkably,  estimates  indicate  that  only  a  small  proportion  of  group  Bchildren, 3 percent, suffer from poverty with respect to shelter. Poverty incidencerates for other domains hover around the same percentage with the exception of childlabour, which amounts to only 1 percent. This relatively low percentage of childrensuffering  child  labour  in  group  B  is  intuitively  appealing  as  child  labour  might  be  asource of income and inversely related to monetary poverty. The proportions ofdomain poverty incidence for groups A and AB do not display diverging trends thatcan be thought to specifically “drive” the group’s poverty status, although incidencerates are generally at a higher level for group AB.In addition to considering the degree of domain poverty by poverty group, we alsoassess their distributions of income. Figure 6.5 presents the distribution of normalizedincome  for  poverty  group  A.  Children  in  group  A  are  identified  as  poor  by  themultidimensional approach but have a level of income that is above the monetarypoverty line.
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Figure 6.5 Income distribution poverty groups A and C
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Source: Authors’ calculations from VHLSS 2006Figure  6.5  indicates  that  normalized  per  capita  income  is  skewed  towards  thepoverty  line  for  group  A  children,  especially  in  comparison  to  the  non-poor  C.  Thisfinding is also in line with the bar graph in Figure 6.2, which indicated that themajority of the children in the lowest poverty quintiles are multidimensionally poor.This result bears the question of the specific factors at play that weaken the “power”or ability to provide for multidimensional issues, despite a level of income above thepoverty line. Such factors could include low educated or low-skilled parents.Similarly,  the income distributions of  normalized per capita income for groups Band AB are presented in Figure 6.6.  This allows for the comparison between incomedistributions between those children that are only identified to be monetary poor butnot multidimensionally poor and those children that have been identified as poor byboth approaches.
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Figure 6.6 Income distribution poverty groups B and AB
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Source: Authors’ calculations from VHLSS 2006The distribution plots in Figure 6.6 display that the income of group B children isskewed towards the poverty line in comparison to those children that are in group AB.Hence, the level of income of children identified as poor by both approaches isgenerally lower than that of  children in group B,  who are captured by the monetarypoverty but not multidimensional poverty. This finding suggests that children ingroup B have some sort of mechanism to cushion the effects of low income to be ableto prevent themselves from falling into multidimensional terms. Factors contributingto such mechanisms might include the head of household to be female or well-educated.After  having  established  that  children  in  groups  A  and  B  have  incomes  skewedtowards the monetary poverty line, suggesting that there might be specific factors inplace that prevent or cause children to be multidimensionally poor despite or in spitetheir level of income, we also consider the poverty situation of group AB. Children inthis  group  are  captured  by  both  poverty  measures  and  estimates  in  Table  6.5  andFigure  6.6  also  indicated  that  domain  poverty  incidence  is  higher  while  income  isgenerally lower than in respectively poverty groups A and B. For a more detailedinsight into the degree of poverty of group AB, we consider the depth of poverty.Figure  6.7  compares  the  depth  of  multidimensional  poverty  for  groups  A  and  AB  aswell as monetary poverty for groups B and AB.
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Figure 6.7 Monetary and multidimensional poverty depth by poverty group
0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45
Group AB
Group B
Group AB
Group A
M
on
et
ar
y 
po
ve
rty
 d
ep
th
M
ul
tid
im
en
si
on
al
 p
ov
er
ty
de
pt
h
Source: Authors’ calculations from VHLSS 2006The bar graph clearly indicates that children in group AB are poorer in monetaryas well multidimensional terms than children that are identified as poor by only onepoverty measure. As such, these children can be considered as “ultra-poor”. They havelittle means to cope and experience more as well as deeper poverty in terms of bothincome and domain poverty.The  question  of  specific  factors  in-  or  decreasing  children’s  chances  to  beidentified  as  poor  by  none,  one  or  both  poverty  measures  remains.  What  are  theunderlying drivers that cause children with levels of income just above the povertyline  to  fall  into  multidimensional  poverty  and,  by  the  same  token,  children  with  anincome just below the monetary poverty line to prevent themselves from falling intomultidimensional poverty? Furthermore, what are determinants causing children tobe ultra-poor? Characteristics of the household head or household that the child livesin may result in a specific family life strategy that is able to either mitigate the effectsof low income on children and prevent a child from being multidimensionally poordespite  being  monetary  poor  (Bastos  et  al.  2004).  By  the  same  token,  specific  livingconditions of  the child might increase his or her risk to be poor in multidimensionalterms despite not being identified as monetary poor or cause him or her to be ultra-poor. Multinomial regression is used to further analyze the impact of characteristics ofthe individual child, household head, household and locations on the probability for achild to belong to either one of these poverty groups, controlling for the othercharacteristics. Table 6.7 reports the relative risks of belonging the either povertygroups AB, A or B in reference to group C (non-poor). If the reported relative risk for acertain poverty group is larger than one, the specific characteristic increases theprobability for a child to belong to that poverty group rather than to be non-poor andbelong to reference group C.
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Table 6.7 Multinomial regression poverty groupsMultinomial ModelAB A Bb/se b/se b/seChild Characteristics
Child  is female 1.1045 1.0156 1.0636(0.0730) (0.0640) (0.0677)
Age of child 0.9867 1.0476*** 0.9424***(0.0095) (0.0105) (0.0086)Household Head Characteristics
Hh head is female 0.4800*** 0.5803*** 0.5845***(0.0637) (0.0667) (0.0738)
Age of hh head 0.9961 0.9930 10.071(0.0037) (0.0036) (0.0038)
Hh head is single 6.8513*** 2.6343** 3.5046***-23.625 (0.9754) -11.904
Hh head is widowed 13.233 1.4449* 0.9978(0.2203) (0.2145) (0.1684)
Hh head is divorced 2.1841* 0.6391 0.7080(0.7613) (0.2813) (0.3117)
 Hh head is separated 12.818 3.2453** 4.2990***(0.7473) -12.680 -16.828
Hh head has no educ 2.4341*** 1.2053* 1.6026***(0.2100) (0.1041) (0.1453)
Hh head has secondary
educ 0.4256*** 0.6931*** 0.4812***(0.0403) (0.0581) (0.0387)
Hh head has post sec
educ 0.1229*** 0.4873*** 0.1154***(0.0273) (0.0629) (0.0224)
Hh head  is unemployed
or retired 2.8740*** 4.0829*** 0.6134**(0.4170) (0.5301) (0.1061)
Hh head is gov/defence
staff 0.3505** 0.6977 0.2409***(0.1135) (0.1674) (0.0869)
Hh head is skilled
professional 0.3912*** 0.8406* 0.6434***(0.0453) (0.0708) (0.0561)Household Characteristics
Hh belongs to ethnic
minority 0.0784*** 0.2721*** 0.1700***(0.0082) (0.0299) (0.0184)
Presence of hh members
in ill-health in working
age (16-59) 10.199 1.2244*** 0.9360
False Positives or Hidden Dimensions ?117(0.0508) (0.0547) (0.0477)
Presence of children 5-
11 years 0.7207* 0.7322* 11.788(0.1051) (0.0998) (0.1705)
Presence of children >11
years 0.7947 0.6627** 13.077(0.1267) (0.1027) (0.2050)
<25% 0.6261** 0.6906** 0.6953*(0.0897) (0.0799) (0.0987)
40-50% 1.5260*** 10.188 1.4788***(0.1743) (0.1080) (0.1642)
>50% 2.4724*** 1.2840** 1.8754***(0.2303) (0.1075) (0.1711)Locational Characteristics
Household is located in
rural area 5.5023*** 3.0361*** 2.3204***(0.7301) (0.2816) (0.2465)
Red River Delta 0.7408 0.5401*** 1.4598**(0.1279) (0.0891) (0.1761)
North East 1.4187* 1.5871** 10.958(0.2243) (0.2488) (0.1506)
North West 3.5652*** 2.8400*** 14.012(0.7379) (0.6247) (0.2872)
North Central Coast 2.4682*** 12.128 2.6514***(0.3804) (0.1965) (0.3260)
Central Highlands 1.8978*** 1.9933*** 12.180(0.3091) (0.3212) (0.1736)
South East 0.7919 1.4535* 0.2881***(0.1292) (0.2143) (0.0464)
Mekong River Delta 2.5359*** 6.6252*** 0.3079***(0.3660) (0.8730) (0.0500)Pseudo R-Square 0.2508chi2 6.6e+03p 0.0000
Source: Authors’ calculations from VHLSS 2006
Note:  reference categories  are:  Hh head is  married,  Hh head has primary education,  Hh head is
unskilled worker, 25-39% proportion of children in household, region is South Central CoastRegression  results  point  towards  a  few  important  factors  that  impact  a  child’sprobability to belong to a specific poverty group. Firstly, the age of the child increasesthe  relative  risk  to  be  exclusively  multidimensionally  poor  (and  belong  to  group  A)rather than non-poor (group C) but decreases the chance to be exclusively monetarypoor  (belong  to  group  B)  rather  than  group  C,  all  else  equal.  The  age  of  the  childappears  to  have  a  positive  effect  on  children’s  well-being  in  monetary  terms  butnegatively impacts multidimensional aspects of well-being. Children living in female-headed households are less likely to be poor, regardless of the poverty measure used.
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If the household head is female, children in that household have a smaller risk tobelong to belong to groups A, AB or B than to group C. Marital status of the householdhead has a more specific impact on a child’s probability to belong to one of the specificpoverty groups. Children living in households with single heads have a higher povertyrisk than those living with married heads of household. Furthermore, they have arelatively higher chance to belong to group AB and be identified as “ultra-poor”. By thesame token,  children living with a widowed head of household are more likely to beidentified  as  only  multidimensionally  poor  and  to  be  part  of  group  A.  Children  inhouseholds with separated heads face a disproportionately higher risk to beexclusively monetary poor and be part of group B. Educational attainment of thehousehold head also plays an important role in the determination of poverty risks andpoverty group participation. In comparison to children living in households withheads having attained primary education, those living with uneducated householdheads  have  a  higher  chance  to  be  poor  and  face  a  disproportionate  risk  to  be  ultra-poor. Higher levels of educational attainment of the household head monotonicallydecrease the poverty risk for children, in specific the risk to face combined poverty ormonetary poverty. Higher levels of employment of the household head, in comparisonto  having  unskilled  work,  also  decrease  a  child’s  poverty  risk.  Living  in  a  householdheaded  by  an  unemployed  or  retired  worker  interestingly  increases  a  child’s  risk  tobelong  to  the  ultra-poor  group  AB  or  group  A  (multidimensionally  poor)  butdecreases his or her risk to belong to group B (monetary poor). Ethnicity has a largeimpact  on  poverty  risks  for  children.  Children  of  ethnic  majority  have  a  decreasedrelative risk to belong to one of the poverty groups than to reference non-poor groupC. Their poverty risk is smallest with respect to ultra-poverty and largest with respectto multidimensional poverty. Next, larger households imply greater poverty risks. Incase more than half of all household members consist of children, the risk to belong topoverty  groups  A,  AB  or  B  is  approximately  twice  as  large  as  the  risk  to  belong  togroup C. Children in large households have the largest relative risk to face combinedmonetary and multidimensional poverty.  Finally, locational characteristics indicatethat  children  living  in  different  areas  and  regions  of  Vietnam  have  a  differentprobability to belong to either one of the poverty groups. The multinomial regressionresults confirm the findings of previous cross-tabulations. Children living in ruralareas  experience  an  increased  risk  to  belong  to  any  of  the  poverty  groups  incomparison to reference group C. However, they are especially vulnerable to facingcombined monetary and multidimensional poverty. Their risk of being ultra-poorinstead of not being poor at all is seven times higher than for children living in urbanareas. Regional relative risks are along the findings of the descriptive statistics,indicating that children living in the Mekong River Delta experience an increased riskto belong to group A (multidimensionally poor) or AB (ultra-poor) but not to group B(monetary poor).The association found between a number of micro-determinants and their impacton a child’s risk to belong to a specific poverty group can provide an indication of theunderlying drivers for participation in the specific poverty groups. Children that facethe highest risk to be both monetary and multidimensionally poor are those living inhouseholds headed by single or uneducated individuals, living in households with alarge proportion of children, rural areas and mountainous regions. As childrencharacterized by these factors are identified as poor by both poverty measures, theycould be considered to be the “ultra-poor” and the most vulnerable group of society.
False Positives or Hidden Dimensions ?119Their situation provides them with little options for mitigating the effects of povertyand could be considered a special focus group in terms of targeting of povertyreduction policies. Findings also point towards factors that increase a child’s risk to beidentified  as  multidimensionally  poor  but  do  not  impact  or  even  decrease  theprobability to be identified as monetary poor and vice versa. Whilst children inhouseholds with widowed heads are especially prone to experience onlymultidimensional poverty, children in households with separated heads have arelatively higher risk of being only monetary poor. Widowed heads of householdsseem thus to be better equipped to protect their child from monetary poverty ratherthan multidimensional poverty. An underlying explanation for this difference could bemonetary social welfare schemes that provide benefits to widows that make childrenin households headed by widows less vulnerable to poverty in monetary terms butnot with respect to other areas of well-being. But also cultural attitudes towards lone-parent households resulting from widowhood or separation and the degree of socialacceptance of these situations might play a role. Specific monetary welfare schemesmight also explain the relatively higher multidimensional poverty risk for childrenliving in households headed by unemployed or retired workers, whilst theyexperience a smaller chance to be monetary poor.  Findings also have implications interms of regional identification of poverty, especially with respect to the MekongRiver Delta. Results clearly show that children living in this region have lower risk tobe  only  monetary  poor  than  not  to  be  poor  at  all.  However,  the  risk  to  being  onlymultidimensionally poor is  6 times higher than not being poor.  Clearly,  geographicalissues are an important factor causing children to be prone to experiencemultidimensional poverty despite income levels above the monetary poverty line.6.7 ConclusionThis paper aimed to investigate whether the use of monetary andmultidimensional poverty measures results in different outcomes with respect tochild poverty in Vietnam. We compared the magnitude of poverty as well as groups ofpoverty when using two poverty measures that each has a distinct conceptual andtheoretical foundation. Furthermore, we attempted to investigate the factors andunderlying drivers that cause children to be captured by none, one or both of thepoverty measures. The study’s findings have implications for the academic field ofpoverty  measurement  as  well  as  policy  arena.  Generally,  findings  suggest  thatmonetary and multidimensional poverty methods geared towards the measurementof child poverty draw a different picture, leading to diverging conclusions about thesituation of children in Vietnam and appropriate policies to respond. The notion thatmonetary and multidimensional poverty measures provide different outcomes interms of the size as well as groups of poverty is not new and has been established inprevious research. Nevertheless, such an analysis has not yet been conducted with aspecial reference to children and with the current set of methods used. Nor haveprevious studies attempted to move beyond the finding that there is a mismatch ofpoverty and to extend the analysis to gain an understanding of underlying factors thatdrive this mismatch.The analysis in this paper clearly points towards differences in poverty outcomeswhen using a monetary versus multidimensional approach. The case study of Vietnam
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reveals that demographic profiles on the basis of either one of the poverty measures isdifferent. Various tests of the capability of one poverty approach to differentiatepoverty in terms of the other approach lead to the conclusion that the monetarypoverty  approach  can  not  serve  as  a  proxy  for  multidimensional  poverty  and  viceversa. The degree of correlation between monetary and multidimensional poverty aswell  as monetary poverty and poverty in separate domains proves to be limited.  AnROC analysis underlines these findings and indicates that the monetary child povertymeasure is a poor predictor of multidimensional child poverty and conversely.Furthermore, we find that the mismatch in the identification of child poverty usingboth approaches is considerable with the existence of a large group of childrenexclusively identified as multidimensionally poor and a group of children that is onlycaptured by the monetary measure.The attempt to gain an understanding of the underlying drivers of the mismatch ofpoverty is what moves the current analysis beyond existing research. We find that,despite low levels of correlation, the income of children that are identified as poor byonly one poverty measure is skewed towards the poverty line. The majority ofchildren  that  are  only  monetary  poor  suffer  poverty  in  one  domain  of  themultidimensional poverty measure and have an income just below the monetarypoverty line. By the same token, children that are only multidimensionally poor havethe highest domain poverty incidence rates and have levels of income skewed towardsthe poverty line. Children that are identified as both monetary and multidimensionallypoor  can  be  considered  to  be  the  ultra-poor  as  their  depth  of  monetary  andmultidimensional poverty is larger than the poverty depth of children identified byonly  one  of  the  poverty  measures.  Specific  factors  that  increase  a  child’s  risk  to  beidentified as exclusively multidimensionally poor and unable to meet their basicmultidimensional needs despite an income level above the monetary poverty lineinclude the age of the child, the household being headed by a widow, the presence of amember of the household in working age being of ill-health and living in the MekongRiver Delta. By the same token, factors were identified that increase the probability ofa child to be only monetary poor and thus having a specific mechanism in place to beable to meet the basic needs despite levels of income below the poverty line. Thesefactors include living in a household with a separated head or in households withlarge proportions of children. Children living in households with single, uneducated orunemployed or retired heads,  in urban areas and mountainous regions appear to bemost vulnerable groups in society and are most likely to be identified as poor by bothapproaches and thus as ultra-poor.The general finding that there is a considerable mismatch of poverty and thatdifferent groups of society are affected differently by this mismatch has importantimplications for the academic and policy debate. With respect to academia, this paperillustrates that the underlying conceptual and theoretical differences between povertyapproaches  are  matched  by  diverging  empirical  outcomes,  also  in  the  case  of  childpoverty. The use of a specific poverty measure for any type of analysis referring tochildren requires careful consideration with awareness that outcomes are likely todiverge when a different measure is  applied.  The value of  this paper with respect tothe policy debate is two-fold. On the one hand, findings suggest that policy monitoringand  evaluation  efforts  can  provide  different  pictures  when  based  on  just  one  of  thechild poverty measures. The choice of a specific poverty measure could be used to theadvantage  of  a  specific  policy  and  bias  results  in  favor  of  the  policy  under
False Positives or Hidden Dimensions ?121consideration and vice versa. On the other hand, the analysis points out that targetingon the basis of one poverty measure has perverse effects for those identified as poorby  the  other  poverty  measure  and  vice  versa.  Targeting  on  the  basis  of  a  singlepoverty measure automatically implies that those individuals only identified as poorby another measure are excluded. Furthermore, findings suggest that specificdemographic groups in society are more or less prone to be identified as poor by onlyone or both of the approaches, implying that policies targeted on a single measure ofpoverty  are  biased  towards  specific  demographic  groups  of  children.  This  paper’sattempt to gain a deeper understanding of the factors underlying the risks to be moreor  less  likely  to  belong  to  a  specific  poverty  group  indicated  that  there  are  indeed  anumber of underlying characteristics that influence poverty group participation.Knowledge  and  awareness  of  these  underlying  factors  is  another  important  issue  interms  of  policy  design  as  it  might  prevent  unintended  consequences  of  targeting  onthe basis of a specific poverty measure. An in-depth analysis of the characteristicsimpacting the probability to be identified by either one or more poverty measuresprovides a more detailed understanding of the demographic groups at risk andunderlying processes contributing to that risk. Further research is necessary toinvestigate these underlying processes and their effect on the most vulnerable groupsin society. Moreover, further research efforts should be directed towards theconsolidation of monetary and multidimensional approaches in such a way that theyprovide consistent and coherent outcomes.
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  False Positives or Hidden Dimensions ?123Chapter 7
SOCIAL WELFARE IN VIETNAM – A CURSE ORBLESSING FOR POOR CHILDREN?55
Despite  a  rapid  increase  in  economic  growth  accompanied  by  the  rise  of
living  standards  over  the  last  two  decades  in  Vietnam,  there  is  still  a
considerable  proportion  of  the  population  that  lives  in  poor  and  vulnerable
conditions. Especially children are disproportionately affected by poverty. The
country  employs  a  broad  range  of  social  protection  programs  that  tend  to  be
regressive in impact rather than supportive of the poor. The paper evaluates the
social welfare scheme in Vietnam in terms of child poverty. We use the Vietnam
Household Living Standards Survey (VHLSS) 2006 and identify and quantify
child  poverty  in  monetary  as  well  as  multidimensional  terms.  We  consider  the
link between social welfare receipt and poverty and evaluate coverage, exclusion
and inclusion errors. Furthermore, we use benefit incidence analysis to evaluate
the  impact  of  social  welfare  on  monetary  child  poverty.  Findings  suggest  that
coverage of the social welfare scheme is limited and that the scheme suffers from
considerable  exclusion  and  inclusion  errors.  Furthermore,  we  find  that  social
welfare only slightly reduces the incidence and depth of monetary poverty.
55 Published as:Roelen, Keetie (2010) Social Welfare in Vietnam – a curse or blessing for poor children?,
Asian Social Work and Policy Review, forthcoming
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7.1 IntroductionIn the late 1980’s,  Vietnam experienced rapid economic growth as a result  of  farreaching economic reforms, the so-called Doi Moi policies, which were accompaniedby a steep decrease in poverty rates (Balisacan et al. 2004). Average economic growthrates amounted to 6.9 percent from 1988 to 1994 and 7.4 percent from 1994 to 2000(Glewwe 2004). Central planning was replaced by free-market oriented economicpolicies, bringing about great changes in the agricultural sector, private business andemployment development, foreign trade and social sector policies and creatingbusiness and entrepreneurial opportunities for Vietnamese as well as foreigners(Glewwe  2004).  Further,  it  resulted  in  a  sharp  decrease  in  poverty  with  monetaryrates dropping from 29 percent in 2002 to 20 percent in 2004 (VASS 2006). However,there is ample research suggesting that the economic success and the drop in povertywas not shared by all  groups in society (Taylor 2004) and that Vietnam struggles toensure ongoing reduction in the levels of poverty and promote equality (Evans andHarkness 2008). Especially children in Vietnam are disproportionately affected bypoverty.Vietnam employs a wide range of social policy and protection programs, which arein  part  the  result  from  the  country’s  post-colonial  war  and  post-war  socialgovernment  (Evans  and  Harkness  2008,  Van  de  Walle  2004a).  Vietnam’s  socialprotection scheme consists of social insurance and social welfare schemes, the latterincluding  targeted  benefit  programs  and  special  schemes  for  war  veterans  andinvalids among others (Justino 2005). However, the system does not include a specificprogram that is targeted towards children. Several studies have investigated theimpact  of  social  protection  on  the  poor  or  specific  groups  in  society  (e.g.  Cuong  andVan den Berg 2009) Evans et al. 2007a, 2007b, UNDP 2004, Van de Walle 2004a,2004b) and evidence suggests that these are widely regressive in nature (Evans andHarkness 2008) and thus can not be considered to be pro-poor (Van de Walle 2004a,2004b).  The  issue  of  child  poverty  remains  a  hidden  element  and  under-prioritized.The need for a child focused perspective in the development and poverty reductionprocess has been widely recognized over the last decade (e.g. Gordon et al. 2003a,2003b, Minujin et al. 2005, Roelen et al. 2009a) for a number of reasons. Children holda special position within the household structure due to their high dependency onothers for the distribution of basic needs (e.g. White, Leavy and Masters 2003), whichare in turn different from the basic needs of adults (e.g. Waddington 2004). Moreover,poverty  often  manifests  itself  as  a  vicious  circle,  causing  children  to  be  trapped  inpoverty from birth onwards (e.g. Corak 2006). Child-focused policy analyses arecrucial  to  account  for  these  issues.  To  our  knowledge,  no  evaluation  has  beenundertaken to assess Vietnam’s social protection system or specific programs withrespect to children. This study examines the performance and impact of social welfarewith respect to child poverty, using both a monetary and multidimensional povertyapproach.The  remainder  of  the  paper  is  structured  as  follows:  first,  we  describe  socialtransfers  in  Vietnam  and  social  welfare  in  particular.  Second,  we  briefly  outline  thedata  and  methods  of  analysis  employed  for  this  study,  including  an  overview  of  thepoverty methods. This is followed by the empirical discussion, in which we analyzechild poverty in Vietnam, the targeting performance of social welfare and the impact
  False Positives or Hidden Dimensions ?125of social welfare on child poverty. The paper concludes with a discussion of the mainfindings.7.2 Social transfers in VietnamDespite the increase in living standards in the last decade, the country stillemploys  an  extensive  social  protection  and  safety  net  system.  This  broad  system  isconsidered a heritage of the socialist period and strong commitment to the combat ofpoverty and inequality (Evans and Harkness 2008, Van de Walle 2004a). Formal socialprotection  in  Vietnam  can  be  subdivided  into  two  different  pillars,  namely  socialinsurance and social welfare. Social insurance schemes in Vietnam primarily consist ofsocial  insurance  pensions  on  a  pay-as-you-go  basis  but  also  include  short-termsickness benefits, unemployment allowances, maternity and disability benefits (Evansand Harkness 2008). The social insurance schemes primarily covered workers in thepublic sector but was expanded to the private sector in 1995 (Van de Walle 2004a).Participation in these schemes is biased towards those in formal employment and thepublic sector. As a result, Evans and Harkness (2008) show that three-quarters of thepensions are distributed to the two richest percentiles rather than to the poor. Socialwelfare includes schemes for veterans and war invalids and targeted benefit programsthat have cash and in-kind components (Justino 2005). More detailed informationabout social welfare will be provided in the next section. Although the range of formalsocial protection measures in Vietnam is of considerable size, it represents a modestshare in aggregate household income (Cox 2004). Evans and Harkness (2008)estimated that the share of formal social security income in overall household incomeis 4 percent. Notwithstanding the existing range of programs in Vietnam, there are nospecial provisions for children.In addition to the formal schemes, many households are supported by informaltransfers,  including  a  steady  flow  of  remittances  as  well  as  one-time  cash  or  in-kindgifts, from those living outside of the household. This flow of remittances is caused byinternational and booming domestic migration after organized migration moved tomore  spontaneous  migration  in  the  mid  90’s  (Niimi,  Pham  and  Reilly  2008)56.Informal  transfers  are  considerably  more  substantial  in  size  than  the  flow  of  formaltransfers. Data from 2004 on internal remittances shows that more than half of theinternal migrants sent a transfer home with an average amount that reflects 17percent of the migrant’s earnings (Niimi et al. 2008). Cox (2004) also finds that thereis high prevalence of  informal transfers with higher incidence and value than formalsocial security. Whilst public transfers are often considered to crowd out privatetransfers, previous research shows that in Vietnam shows that the receipts of publictransfers is strongly associated with private transfers (Cuong and Van den Berg 2009,Evans and Harkness 2008).Social welfare in Vietnam includes a variety of non-contributory cash and in-kindschemes such as targeted benefits, benefits for war veterans and invalids but also
56 Niimi et al. (2008) find that the three main ways in which the reforms affected internalmigration in Vietnam are 1) decollectivization of land in the agricultural sector, 2) themarketization of the economy and 3) the inflow of Foreign Direct Investment (FDI) focusedon specific industries and regions.
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relief  for  homeless  elderly,  orphans  and  disabled  and  disaster  relief  (Justino  2005).Benefits  for  Veterans  and  War  Invalids  are  paid  by  the  Social  Guarantee  Fund  forVeterans and War Invalids, which distributes transfers to those who have contributedin  the  war  or  suffered  consequences  resulting  from  the  war  (including  familymembers) (Van de Walle 2004a). As the program is politically motivated rather thanpoverty focused, it is less likely to function progressively (Evans and Harkness 2008).Homeless elderly, orphans and seriously disabled poor receive benefits from theSocial Guarantee Fund for Regular Relief. Street children are also covered through thisfund. Resulting from scarce local resources (Van de Walle 2004a, 2004b), coverage isgenerally  low  (Van  de  Walle  2004a,  Justino  2005)  and  the  amount  of  welfare  isgenerally  too  low  to  have  any  substantial  impact  on  poverty  (Evans  and  Harkness2008). Short-term welfare for disaster-struck areas is provided through theContingency Fund for Pre-Harvest Starvation and Disaster Relief  (Justino 2005).  Theprogram is considered to suffer serious shortcomings with a diversion of funds tothose  not  suffering  from  disaster,  leaving  those  in  need  when  a  disaster  does  occur(Justino 2005). The objectives of the various social welfare schemes are thus differentand range from poverty reduction to support of those that have suffered during thewar57.  In  this  paper,  we  will  analyze  the  impact  of  these  different  benefits  on  childpoverty despite the fact that this might not be their primary purpose. However, thesmall size of the different individual schemes as well as the structure of the data doesnot allow for a detailed decomposition.7.3 Data and Methods of Analysis7.3.1 VHLSS 200658The data source used for this study is the Vietnam Households Living StandardsSurvey  (VHLSS)  from  2006.  This  household  survey  is  based  on  the  former  VietnamLiving  Standards  Survey  (VLSS)  but  employs  a  bigger  sample  size  and  is  to  beconducted  every  other  year.  The  VLSS  was  conducted  in  1993  and  1998  and  theVHLSS  from  2002  onwards  bi-annually  by  the  Government  Statistical  Office  (GSO),following  the  World  Bank’s  Living  Standards  Measurement  Survey  (LSMS)methodology. The VHLSS survey samples from 2002 to 2010 are drawn from a mastersample, which is a random sample of the 1999 Population Census enumeration areas.The VHLSS 2006 contains 9.189 households with 39.071 individuals, including 10.696children under the age of 16.Household surveys like the VHLSS provide micro-data at the level of the householdand their individual members on a range of issues related to children’s well-being andpoverty as well as social protection. They also suffer from a substantial limitation thatone  has  to  keep  in  mind.  The  sampling  method  causes  a  substantial  group  in  the
57 The exact targeting methods for the various transfers and benefit schemes will not bediscussed  in  this  paper.  Information  on  targeting  is  scarce  and  the  data  does  not  holdinformation  on  specific  reasons  for  entitlement  such  as  war  injury,  invalidity  or  theoccurrence of a disaster (see also Evans and Harkness 2008).58 This section shows overlap with section 4.4.1; readers having read that section are advised tocontinue with the next section.
  False Positives or Hidden Dimensions ?127society  to  be  omitted  from  the  sample  and  subsequent  data  (Evans  and  Harkness2008).  The  sample  for  the  survey  is  constructed  on  the  basis  of  the  official  lists  ofregistered  households  in  communes  and  urban  wards  in  Vietnam  that  have  lived  inthe  enumeration  area  for  at  least  six  months  (Pincus  and  Sender  2006,  2008).  Thisimplies that households or individuals that have recently migrated are not included inthe sampling frame (Edmond and Turk 2004). Further, due to the strict the householdregistration system, or ho khau system, many households and individuals do notsatisfy the necessary criteria to newly register and stay unregistered (Pincus andSender 2006, 2008). But also migrants that have temporary forms of registrationappear to be under represented in the sampling frame (VDR 2008).  The omission ofthese  groups  in  society  is  not  only  an  important  issue  to  point  out  because  of  itssuspected significant size but even more so because of the denial of social and publicservices they experience due to their status. The structural exclusion of theunregistered  migrant  group  from  the  data  will  most  likely  present  us  withunderestimations for (child) poverty.7.3.2 Methods of AnalysisAs  a  clear  understanding  of  the  poverty  approaches  at  hand  is  crucial  for  asound and solid poverty analysis and interpretation of results (Ravallion, 2004;Roelen et al., 2009a), this section outlines the poverty methods used in this paper. Wewill  use  a  monetary  as  well  as  multidimensional  approach  to  the  measurement  ofchild poverty. Previous research has indicated that monetary and multidimensionalpoverty approaches do not capture the same groups of children in Vietnam, justifyingthe use of two parallel poverty measures (Roelen et al., 2009c). The importance usingdifferent approaches as complements to each other due to their degree of mismatch interms of outcomes has been acknowledged and emphasized by many scholars (see e.g.Klasen 2000, Sahn and Stifel 2003, Laderchi 2007, Neubourg et al. 2009).Furthermore, the use of the different poverty approaches allows for a differentperspective in the impact analysis of social welfare.The monetary poverty method refers to poverty calculated on the basis of thepoverty line as used by the General Statistical Office (GSO) and generally referred to asthe  official  poverty  line.  The  monetary  poverty  line  captures  the  cost  of  a  food  andnon-food consumption basket, while the food poverty line only captures the cost ofthe food basket. The cost component of the food basket is based on a daily intake of2100  calories  per  person  per  day  (VDR  2008).  Both  poverty  measures  are  based  onper capita consumption expenditures as welfare measure. The poverty headcountpresents the share of the population living in households not meeting the poverty linewhile the poverty gap indicates the average distance from the poverty line as apercentage of that poverty line.The multidimensional method can only be used for the identification of childpoverty  and  not  for  the  measurement  of  overall  poverty.  The  approach  is  especiallydeveloped to be a child-specific and outcome-focused approach that considers non-monetary aspects of  deprivation that are especially relevant for children in Vietnam.Included items consist of education, health, child labour and water and sanitation,among others. A total of seven domains and twelve indicators within domains arechosen on the basis of stakeholder discussions, previous research and data availability
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and are considered to appropriately reflect the poverty status of children in Vietnam(Roelen et al. 2009a). The overall poverty headcount is determined by deprivation inat least two domains, also known as the dual cut-off identification strategy (Alkire andFoster  2008).  Domain  deprivation  is  constituted  by  not  meeting  the  threshold  of  atleast one of the indicators within the specific domain, also known as the unionapproach (Atkinson 2003). The use of both the monetary and multidimensional childpoverty measure as complements to each other allows for a comprehensive analysis ofsocial welfare.A  number  of  methods  are  used  to  analyze  the  performance  and  impact  ofsocial  welfare  on  child  poverty.  We  use  cross-tabulations  to  assess  and  multinomialregression to understand inclusion of non-poor children in the social welfare programand exclusion of those children that are either monetary or multidimensionally poor.The  impact  of  social  welfare  on  monetary  poverty  is  analyzed  using  a  benefitincidence  analysis.  The  scheme’s  impact  on  multidimensional  poverty  can  not  beassessed as it is not possible to establish a counterfactual on the basis of cross-sectional data.A limitation of the data and methods used in this study refer to the fact that weonly incorporate micro-determinants into the analysis. In other words, we onlyconsider characteristics of individuals within the household or the household itselfand whether these have an impact on poverty or the probability to be in- or excludedfrom receiving targeted social welfare. Especially with respect to the latter issue, thislimits the analysis. It is widely acknowledged in the literature that coverage, exclusionor inclusion is also influenced by macro-determinants related to the supply andavailability  of  social  welfare  (see  Van  de  Walle  2004a,  VDR  2008),  including  publicexpenditures.  However,  little  information  and  data  is  available  to  assess  andincorporate this issue into more detail. Further research efforts are required to takethese macro-aspects into consideration and provide a more holistic picture of povertyin association with social protection. Despite this limitation, the current study with itsavailable data and methods at hand provides valuable insights into the relationshipbetween and impact of social welfare benefits on child poverty.7.4 Child poverty in VietnamIn this section, we discuss the situation with respect to child poverty. Findings inTable 7.1 suggest that children are disproportionately affected by poverty.
Table 7.1 Poverty in VietnamMonetary poverty Food poverty Multidimensional povertyheadcount gap headcount gap headcount gap
total 15.8 3.8 6.6 1.3 na na
children
(0<16) 22.6 5.8 10.3 2.3 30.7 18.5
Source: Authors’ calculations from VHLSS 2006Poverty estimates indicate that 16 percent of the population is identified to bemonetary poor while 7 percent does not meet the food poverty threshold. The averagepoverty  gap  for  all  individuals  is  6  percent  of  the  poverty  line.  Children  face  the
  False Positives or Hidden Dimensions ?129highest poverty risk and depth in terms of monetary and food poverty. The prevalenceof poverty is higher compared to the total population with 23 percent of all childrenbeing  monetary  poor  and  10  percent  living  in  food  poverty.  The  depth  of  monetaryand food poverty is also more pronounced for children in comparison to the overallpopulation. Multidimensional child poverty figures underline the disadvantagedposition of children in Vietnam with almost one out of three children below 16 yearsof  age  suffering  deprivation  with  respect  to  at  least  two  non-monetary  aspects.Multidimensional poverty incidence among children is 8 percentage points higherthan monetary poverty incidence. An analysis of the overlap of poverty indicates thatthe two poverty measures do not only point to a different size of poverty but that theyalso capture different groups of children as being poor (see Roelen et al. 2009c).
Table 7.2 Child poverty in VietnamMonetaryChild PovertyRate MonetaryChild PovertyGap Multi -dimensional ChildPoverty Rate Multi-dimensionalChild PovertyGap
Total 22.62 5.8 30.72 18.5
Male 22.40 5.8 30.47 18.5
Female 22.85 5.9 30.99 18.5*** *** *** ***
Urban 5.42 1.2 11.25 8.8
Rural 27.58 7.2 36.33 21.0*** *** *** ***
Red River Delta 13.22 2.5 9.66 8.2
North East 34.05 8.4 36.16 21.0
North West 58.94 19.3 63.12 38.7
North Central
Coast 37.99 10.4 25.75 14.2
South Central
Coast 16.73 3.5 18.50 11.1
Central Highlands 37.16 11.9 39.33 20.9
South East 9.08 2.4 20.24 13.5
Mekong River
Delta 12.59 2.3 56.31 27.3*** *** *** ***
Kinh/Chinese
ethnicity 14.50 3.0 24.08 13.9
Other ethnicity 61.25 19.2 62.34 34.1
Source: Authors’ calculations from VHLSS 2006
Note: ***<0.001, significance level chi-squared group equality of meansPoverty incidence and depth estimates for children in Table 7.2 suggest that thereare large discrepancies between demographic groups in Vietnam. There is no evidencefor the existence of any gender inequality, regardless of the poverty method ormeasure used. However, we do observe a large urban-rural divide, large regionaldifferences and a highly disadvantaged position of ethnic minorities. Monetary and
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multidimensional poverty incidence is more prevalent amongst children living in ruralareas and they also experience deeper poverty. The ranking of regions on the basis ofpoverty incidence and depth differs depending on the poverty method underconsideration.  Whilst  the  Mekong  River  Delta  is  amongst  the  regions  with  lowestmonetary poverty incidence and depth,  it  is  one of  the worst performers in terms ofmultidimensional poverty. Regardless of the poverty method chosen, the Red RiverDelta region has the lowest poverty incidence and depth and the North West regionhas the highest poverty incidence and depth. Children belonging to ethnic minoritiesare highly disadvantaged in terms of both monetary and multidimensional poverty.7.5 Coverage and inclusion errors of social welfareThe first step in considering the performance of social welfare in Vietnam withrespect  to  child  poverty  is  to  consider  the  degree  of  coverage,  comparing  socialwelfare  to  informal  transfers  and  social  insurance.  The  data  does  not  allow  for  anexact breakdown of types of transfers as it conflates a number of benefits. Given theseconstraints, we include domestic and overseas remittances in informal transfers.Pensions, sickness allowances, job loss allowances and lump-sum retirementallowances are categorized under social insurance. Social welfare includes war invalidbenefits, survivor benefits, disaster relief allowances and social welfare allowances. Aspointed  out  previously,  the  scheme  is  assessed  with  respect  to  its  performance  onchild poverty, despite that not being its prime purpose. Table 7.3 displays thecoverage rates of the different types of transfers.
Table 7.3 Coverage of informal transfers, social insurance and social welfare59Proportionof totalpopulation Proportion ofmonetarypoorpopulation
Proportionof children Proportion ofmonetarypoor children Proportion ofmulti-dimensionallypoor children
Informal
transfers
89.7 87.0 89.1 85.9 87.3
Social insurance 9.1 2.3 4.8 1.8 2.6
Social welfare 10.5 14.7 9.0 15.1 13.0
Source: Authors’ calculations from VHLSS 2006Figures indicate that informal transfers are an important source of income for thewhole population as well as the poor. The role of formal transfers is considerablysmaller with a large degree of exclusion. Social insurance covers 9 percent of the totalpopulation but only 2 percent of the poor population. Furthermore, children benefitproportionately less from social insurance in comparison to the overall population.Social welfare disproportionately covers the poor population (the proportion of thepoor population receiving social welfare is larger than the proportion of totalpopulation receiving social welfare) and especially poor children in comparison to theoverall  population,  underlining  the  finding  that  social  welfare  is  a  more  povertytargeted program.
59 Coverage of total population and children respectively refers to those individuals living in ahousehold where anyone has received a transfer in the last 12 months.
  False Positives or Hidden Dimensions ?131Although social welfare can generally be considered biased towards the poor, it isalso biased towards specific demographic groups. Ideally, demographic groups thathold a greater share in poverty also receive a greater share of social welfare. However,coverage rates for specific demographic groups might not reflect the share of thesedemographic groups in poverty, pointing towards under- or over-coverage inreference to poverty. Table 7.4 presents the distribution of social welfare beneficiariesover different demographic groups as a ratio to the share of these different groups inmonetary and multidimensional child poverty. If the number of poor children is equalto the number of children receiving social welfare in a specific demographic group, theratio is 1. A ratio higher than 1 indicates that the specific demographic group holdsmore children that receive social welfare than that are poor, and are thus “over-covered” and vice versa.
Table 7.4 Distribution of social welfare and poverty over demographic groups of childrenRatio – share in socialwelfare/share in monetarypoverty Ratio – share in socialwelfare/share inmultidimensional poverty
Total 0.39 0.29
Gender
Male 1.03 1.03
Female 0.97 0.97
Area
Urban 2.67 1.76
Rural 0.90 0.94
Region
Red River Delta 1.52 2.82
North East 0.69 0.89
North West 0.20 0.26
North Central Coast 0.94 1.88
South Central Coast 1.61 1.96
Central Highlands 0.98 1.26
South East 1.53 0.94
Mekong River Delta 1.22 0.37
Ethnicity
Kinh/Chinese 1.27 1.04
Other 0.69 0.93
Age groups
0-2 1.00 1.31
3-4 0.78 0.7
5 0.84 0.79
6-10 0.88 1.17
11-14 1.08 0.64
15 1.86 0.83
Source: Authors’ calculations from VHLSS 2006The ratios in Table 7.4 clearly indicate that the share of  children receiving socialwelfare is not proportional to the share of poor children for specific demographicgroups, especially with respect to area and region of residence. In case of monetarypoverty, the share of children in urban areas receiving social welfare is 2.7 larger thantheir share in poverty. By the same token, the share of children in rural areas
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receiving social welfare is smaller than the share in poverty. Regional ratios also pointtowards large disparities. Whilst the Red River Delta, South Central Coast, South Eastand Mekong River Delta regions hold more children benefiting from social welfarethan children in monetary poverty, the North West region only has one child receivingsocial  welfare  for  five  monetary  poor  children.   Interestingly,  this  picture  is  not  thesame with respect to multidimensional poverty. In contrast to the case of monetarypoverty, the share of children receiving social welfare is higher than their share inpoverty in the North Central Coast and Central Highlands regions but lower in theSouth East and Mekong River Delta regions. Finally, the ratios in Table 7.4 clearlypoint out that despite the fact that coverage rates of the ethnic minority groups areconsiderably larger than for the Kinh/Chinese ethnicity, it is still not sufficient toreflect their share in poverty. In sum, social welfare benefits can not be considered tobe supportive of the poorest groups in society to an extent that reflects these groups’share in poverty.In addition to the coverage of all children and poor children by social welfare, wealso consider its inclusion error. The inclusion error refers to the non-poor populationand children that are covered by social welfare.
Table 7.5 Inclusion error of social welfareProportion of non-monetary poorpopulation Proportion of non-monetary poorchildren Proportion of non multi-dimensionally poorchildren
Social welfare 9.7 7.2 7.2
Source: Authors’ calculations from VHLSS 2006The  estimates  in  Table  7.5  show  that  1  out  of  10  non-poor  individuals  receivesocial  welfare  and  that  this  inclusion  error  is  smaller  for  children,  amounting  to  7percent  in  case  of  both  monetary  and  multidimensional  poverty.  Social  benefitschemes with such a modest inclusion error are generally perceived to perform fairlywell with respect to targeting. However, we have to keep in mind that social welfare isonly a small scheme with limited outreach. Considering the distribution of socialwelfare over the poor and non-poor population in Table 7.6 shows that the targetingperformance of social welfare can not be considered to be good.
Table 7.6 Distribution of social welfareShare of poor in socialwelfare beneficiaries Share of non-poor insocial welfarebeneficiaries Total
Monetary poverty
Total population 22.1 77.9 100
Children 38.0 62.0 100
Multidimensional poverty
Children 44.4 55.6 100
Source: Authors’ calculations from VHLSS 2006The distribution of social welfare beneficiaries indicates that the poor represent asmaller  share  of  the  social  welfare  recipients  than  the  non-poor.  This  difference  ismost outspoken in case of monetary poverty. However, even with respect tomultidimensional poverty we find that less than half of all children that receive social
  False Positives or Hidden Dimensions ?133welfare are poor. These estimates underline the finding in previous research (seeEvans  and  Harkness  2008,  Van  de  Walle  2004a,  2004b)  that  social  protection  inVietnam, and social welfare in specific, can not be considered to be pro-poor.To gain a more in-depth understanding of those groups of children that arecovered  by  social  welfare  in  relation  to  their  poverty  status,  we  use  Venn  diagrams.Four different mutually exclusive groups can be identified in the overall childpopulation, based on their poverty status and whether or not they receive socialwelfare benefits. Group AB represents the group of children that are poor ánd coveredby the program and the share of this group in the overall population. The share ofchildren in group A captures the share of children that are poor but not covered by theprogram. Group B represents those children that are covered by the program but notpoor.  Group  C  are  those  not  poor  and  not  in  the  program  and  will  not  be  furtherconsidered  in  this  analysis  The  combined  shares  of  groups  AB  and  B  represent  thecoverage rate of the total population as they capture all children receiving socialwelfare. The exclusion and inclusion errors, however, can not directly be deducedfrom the Venn diagrams as we consider the share of total child population rather thanthe poor or non-poor population60. Nevertheless, we can interpret children in group Aas  children  wrongfully  omitted  from  the  social  welfare  scheme  as  they  are  poor.Children in group B can be considered to wrongfully receive social welfare as they arenot poor. Children in group AB are then the rightful recipients as they are poor. Figure7.1 illustrates the situation with respect to monetary poverty whilst Figure 7.2 depictsthe case of multidimensional poverty.
60 Note that the percentages in the Venn diagrams are different from the coverage rates andinclusion errors provided above. The percentages in the Venn diagrams refer to coverageand wrongfully included as a share of the whole population rather than the poor or non-poorpopulation.
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Figure 7.1 Coverage, exclusion and inclusion of social welfare in terms of
monetary poverty
Source: Authors’ calculations from VHLSS 2006The Venn diagram in Figure 7.1.indicates that merely 3 percent of  all  children inVietnam belongs to group AB and thus are both monetary poor and covered by socialwelfare. The group of monetary poor children but excluded from social welfare, groupA, is considerably larger at 19 percent. The diagram also illustrates that the share ofchildren wrongfully receiving social welfare (group B) is twice as high as the share ofchildren that are rightful recipients of social welfare (group AB).
  False Positives or Hidden Dimensions ?135
Figure 7.2 Coverage, exclusion and inclusion of social welfare in terms of
multidimensional poverty
Source: Authors’ calculations from VHLSS 2006Results with respect to multidimensional poverty in Figure 7.2 suggest that theshare of wrongful recipients of social welfare (group B) is less pronounced in the caseof multidimensional poverty. Nevertheless, one out of four children in Vietnam doesnot receive social welfare despite being multidimensionally poor.The groups identified on the basis of social welfare receipt and poverty status aremutually exclusive (each child can only belong to one group), which allows us to usemultinomial logistic regression to investigate whether there are factors that in- ordecrease the probabilities of belonging to a specific poverty group. As these differentpoverty  groups  can  be  interpreted  to  be  the  wrongfully  excluded  group  (A)  andwrongful recipient group (B), it enables the identification of factors contributing to achild’s  probability  to  receive  social  welfare  although  he  or  she  is  not  poor  or  to  beomitted  from  the  social  welfare  scheme  despite  being  poor.  The  multinomialregression  results  in  Table  7.7  present  the  relative  risks  and  standard  errors.  If  therelative risk is greater than 1, the probability for a child to belong to the specific groupis  higher  than  to  belong  to  the  reference  group.  The  assessment  of  relative  risks  ofbelonging  to  group  B  rather  than  reference  group  C  provides  us  with  factors  forreceiving social welfare but not being poor. The assessment of relative risks ofbelonging  to  group  A  rather  than  reference  group  AB  refers  to  factors  leading  toomission from the scheme despite being poor61.
61 The reason for reporting results with a different reference group is to facilitate theinterpretation of findings. Assessing the probability of belonging to group B (receiving socialwelfare but not poor) with reference to group C (not receiving social welfare and not poor)
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Table 7.7 Multinomial regression results child poverty and social welfareCovered butnot monetarypoor Omitteddespite beingmonetary poor
Covered butnot multi-dimensionallypoor
Omitted despitebeing multi-dimensionallypoor
B A B A
b/se b/se b/se b/seCharacteristics of the Child
Child is female 10.201 10.838 10.476 10.783(0.0889) (0.1315) (0.0962) (0.1172)
Age of child 0.9455 0.9855 0.9581 0.9938(0.0364) (0.0523) (0.0388) (0.0472)
Age of child
squared 10.035 10.015 10.021 10.009(0.0024) (0.0034) (0.0025) (0.0029)Characteristics of the Household Head
Hh head is female 11.822 1.9034* 10.553 12.228(0.1751) (0.5465) (0.1694) (0.2812)
Age of hh head 1.0778** 0.8772*** 1.1080*** 0.9360*(0.0281) (0.0308) (0.0320) (0.0272)
Age of hh head
squared 0.9997 1.0011** 0.9994* 10.004(0.0002) (0.0003) (0.0003) (0.0003)
Marital status hh head (omitted category is married)
Hh head is single 0.8237 1.4e+09*** 0.6281 48.706(0.4847) (8.8e+08) (0.4187) -56.044
Hh head is
widowed 11.613 0.7895 11.838 10.937(0.2076) (0.2584) (0.2315) (0.2859)
Hh head is
divorced 12.084 0.2789 0.9252 0.3676(0.5228) (0.1950) (0.4733) (0.2006)
 Hh head is
separated 0.0000 6.1e+08 0.0000 7.9e+08(0.0000) . (0.0000) .
Educational attainment hh head (omitted category is primary educ
Hh head has no
educ 0.7960 0.5574*** 12.587 0.8097(0.1129) (0.0870) (0.1845) (0.1127)
Hh head has
secondary  educ 1.3190* 13.142 1.3271* 10.511(0.1595) (0.2830) (0.1712) (0.1843)
can help to explain inclusion errors. The assessment of the risk of belonging to group A (poorbut not receiving social welfare) in reference to group AB (poor and receiving social welfare)is useful to consider the exclusion error. Assessing the probability to belong to group AB inreference  to  group  C,  for  example,  would  not  allow  for  such  intuitive  interpretation  ofresults.
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Hh head has post
sec  educ 1.4846* 54.929 1.4729* 0.7359(0.2335) -60.736 (0.2490) (0.2338)
Occupational status hh head (omitted category is unskilled labour)
Hh head  is
unemployed or
retired
0.8375 0.4218*** 0.6770* 0.6591*(0.1339) (0.1072) (0.1303) (0.1337)
Hh head is
gov/defence staff 13.338 0.2490* 13.377 0.5487(0.3242) (0.1352) (0.3444) (0.2243)
Hh head is skilled
professional 0.9640 2.8590** 0.9184 15.803(0.1115) -10.300 (0.1118) (0.3724)Characteristics of Household
Hh belongs to
ethnic minority 0.6090** 3.2161*** 0.4416*** 2.9164***(0.0988) (0.5101) (0.0677) (0.4118)
Presence of hh
members in ill-
health in working
age (16-59)
1.1915** 0.7211*** 1.2074** 0.7863***
(0.0719) (0.0562) (0.0797) (0.0525)
Prop of children as share of total number of hh members (omitted category is 25-39%)
<25% 0.9188 0.7498 10.700 13.558(0.1239) (0.2377) (0.1537) (0.3386)
40-50% 1.3334* 0.5631** 10.895 0.4709***(0.1637) (0.1156) (0.1501) (0.0770)
>50% 0.6947** 0.6465* 0.8152 0.8752(0.0843) (0.1208) (0.1028) (0.1348)Locational characteristics
Household is
located in rural
area
1.7731*** 11.711 1.7509*** 13.434(0.2127) (0.3108) (0.2260) (0.2661)
Region (omitted category is South Central Coast)
Red River Delta 0.6602** 0.6248 0.6576** 0.6372(0.1010) (0.2252) (0.1017) (0.2138)
North East 0.5815** 12.191 0.5395** 13.484(0.1124) (0.3825) (0.1050) (0.4046)
North West 0.3739* 4.8000*** 0.0845*** 3.1388**(0.1453) -19.710 (0.0539) -11.368
North Central
Coast 0.9564 0.4501** 0.7995 0.3627***(0.1534) (0.1335) (0.1282) (0.1013)
Central
Highlands 0.4244*** 0.4856* 0.6553* 0.6205
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(0.0996) (0.1471) (0.1350) (0.1795)
South East 0.3653*** 0.6725 0.3483*** 10.145(0.0660) (0.2347) (0.0666) (0.3116)
Mekong River
Delta 0.4568*** 15.105 0.3716*** 15.600(0.0732) (0.5402) (0.0745) (0.4341)Model Specifications
Pseudo R-Square 0.2321 0.2321 0.2036 0.2036
chi2 4.1e+03 4.1e+03 4.0e+03 4.0e+03
p 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Source: Authors’ calculations from VHLSS 2006Relative  risk  estimates  for  participation  in  group  B  for  both  the  monetary  andmultidimensional  poverty  models  point  towards  a  number  of  factors  that  increase  achild’s  probability  to  be  included  in  the  social  welfare  scheme  without  being  poor.Living in households with older household heads as well as higher levels of educationof the heads of household increase the child’s probability to benefit from socialwelfare without being poor. Belonging to the ethnic majority, the presence ofhousehold members in working age of ill-health and living in rural areas also increasethe probability to belong to group B rather than the non-poor group C. These factorsfor  inclusion  might  be  a  reflection  of  the  eligibility  criteria  for  the  various  schemeslisted  under  social  welfare  or  issues  relating  to  access  and  take-up.  The  age  of  thehousehold head and presence of ill household members in working age is likely to berelated  to  the  eligibility  for  war  invalids,  veterans  and  survivor  benefits.  Heads  ofhousehold having received more education might be better informed about how toapply  for  social  welfare.  Belonging  to  the  ethnic  majority  might  also  make  access  tothe social welfare programs easier. The probability to be included in the social welfarescheme  without  being  poor  is  larger  for  children  living  in  rural  areas,  which  can  beattributed to the fact that social subsidy benefits are larger in rural areas (Van deWalle 2004a). Regional results indicate that living in any other region than thereference region of South Central Coast decreases the probability to be included in thesocial welfare scheme without being poor.Factors increasing the risk to be excluded from social  welfare despite being poorare  less  pronounced.  The  risk  to  belong  to  group  A  rather  than  group  AB  increaseswhen the household head is female or a skilled professional. The first exclusion factormight again reflect the eligibility for war invalids and veteran benefits, which is morelikely  to  be  biased  towards  men.  Factors  of  exclusion  that  hold  in  the  case  of  bothmonetary and multidimensional poverty include belonging to an ethnic minority andliving in the North West region. The first finding underlines the disadvantagedposition of ethnic minorities. The second finding confirms previous conclusions byVan  de  Walle  (2004a)  that  poorer  areas  are  less  capable  of  reaching  the  poor  orimplementing the programme or both.
  False Positives or Hidden Dimensions ?1397.6 Social welfare and its impact on child povertyTo measure the impact of social welfare on child poverty, we use benefit-incidenceanalysis to look into the case of monetary poverty. Given the available data, we werenot able to perform an impact analysis for the case of multidimensional povertyThe effect of social welfare on monetary poverty is simulated without and withsubstitution effects. In the first case, we simply deduct the amount of social welfarereceived from income to establish the counterfactual. This assumes no replacement ofincome by means of changes in labour supply or other behavioural responses (Van deWalle 2003). However, households and individuals are likely to substitute andincrease their income without social welfare through other means (Van de Walle2003).  As  a  result,  the  actual  increase  of  income  by  social  welfare  is  less  than  theamount  transferred  (Cuong  and  Van  den  Berg  2009).  To  account  for  this  behavioralchange,  we  also  calculate  the  impact  of  social  welfare  on  poverty  including  asubstitution effect of 40 percent62.
Table 7.8 Monetary poverty with and without social welfareTotalpoverty Total povertygap Childpoverty Child povertygap
Without substitution effect
With social welfare 15.8 3.8 22.6 5.8
Without social welfare 17.4 4.7 23.7 6.6With substitution effect
With social welfare 15.8 3.8 22.6 5.8
Without social welfare 16.4 4.0 23.0 6.1
Source: Authors’ calculations from VHLSS 2006Estimations  in  Table  7.8  suggest  that  social  welfare  has  a  limited  impact  onpoverty  incidence  and  depth  for  the  total  population  as  well  as  children  in  specific.Using the counterfactual situation without the assumption of substitution effectsindicates that the poverty incidence for the total population drops by 1.6 percentagepoints and the poverty gap drops by 0.9 percentage points when households receivesocial welfare. These changes are smaller in the case of child poverty, despite theirmore disadvantaged position. Child poverty incidence respectively drops by 1.1percentage points and the child poverty gap by 0.8 percentage points. Effects are evensmaller when we consider the counterfactual situation assuming a substitution effect.Poverty incidence for the total population only drops by 0.8 percentage points and forchildren  by  0.6  percentage  points  when  employing  the  social  welfare  scheme.  Theeffect on poverty depth is also considerably smaller when assuming substitution
62 To account for the substitution effect and behavioral responses, we calculate the marginalpropensity  to  consume  out  of  social  welfare  income  (see  also  Van  de  Walle,  2003,  2004a2004b  and  Cuong  &  Berg,  2009).  By  regressing  per  capita  expenditures  against  the  percapita receipt of social transfers and individual and household characteristics, we  find amarginal  propensity  to  consume  of  0.4,  which  is  in  line  with  previous  findings  by  Van  deWalle (2003, 2004a, 2004b) and Cuong & Berg (2009). This finding implies that a householdwould substitute a foregone transfer of 100 VND with 40 VND with income from othersources and per capita expenditures are reduced by 60 VND rather than 100 VND.
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effects. Generally, we can conclude that social welfare benefits have very little impacton monetary child poverty, which is in line with the previous findings of low coverageand considerable exclusion of poor children.7.7 ConclusionThis study assessed the performance and the impact of social welfare benefits onchild poverty in Vietnam, using both monetary and multidimensional povertyapproaches. Although previous studies have shown that social protection in Vietnamis largely regressive in nature, no such study had been undertaken to assess theperformance of  specific  programmes with respect to children.  Findings in this studyindicate that children are a disadvantaged group in society in terms of overall povertyas well as in relation to the receipt of social welfare. Furthermore, estimates suggestthat social welfare has to little to no impact in terms of monetary child poverty.Estimates indicate that monetary and food poverty is more prevalent amongstchildren  in  comparison  to  the  total  population  and  that  this  is  accompanied  by  aslightly larger poverty gap. Child poverty is especially prevalent in rural areas,amongst ethnic minorities and in specific regions. The large regional disparities arecaptured differently by the monetary and multidimensional poverty approaches.Whilst the Mekong River Delta is amongst the regions with lowest monetary povertyincidence, it ranks amongst the regions with the highest incidence when consideringmultidimensional poverty.An assessment of the targeting performance of social welfare indicates that theprogramme has limited coverage with considerable inclusion and exclusion errors interms of both monetary and multidimensional poverty. Only a very small share of thetotal child population as well as the poor child population is covered, also incomparison to the size of informal transfers and social insurance benefits. In relationto the small coverage of the social welfare scheme, the inclusion error is considerable,being over half the size of the coverage rate. The receipt of social welfare is biasedtowards  specific  demographic  groups  that  do  not  necessarily  have  the  largestprevalence of poverty. Especially rural areas, the North West region and ethnicminorities hold a share of  children receiving social  welfare that is  smaller than theirshare in poverty. Multinomial regression was used to identify factors contributing tothe probability to be in- or excluded from the receipt of  social  welfare when poor ornot  poor.  The  risk  to  be  excluded  from  the  social  welfare  scheme  despite  beingmonetary  poor  increases  when  the  head  of  household  is  female  or  a  skilledprofessional. Being of ethnic minority or living in the North West region increases theexclusion risk for both monetary and multidimensionally poor children. Theprobability for a child to be a recipient of social welfare without being poor tends toincrease when the heads of household are older or have higher levels of educationalattainment or when he/she belongs to the ethnic majority. These strong factorscontributing to the probability or risk of a child to be wrongfully covered or omittedfrom  the  social  welfare  scheme  on  the  basis  of  their  poverty  status  is  in  part  areflection of eligibility criteria as well as issues of access and take-up but also confirmsthat the scheme can not be considered to be pro-poor.An impact analysis of the social welfare scheme suggests that it has limited effecton monetary child poverty, in terms of both incidence and depth. Poverty incidence
  False Positives or Hidden Dimensions ?141and depth are only reduced by a few percentage points when comparing the situationwith social welfare to the situation without social welfare. It is important to note,however, that the social welfare scheme under consideration here includes a numberof programmes that are not designed to support the poor or targeted towards thepoor.  Hence,  in  terms  of  policy  recommendations,  this  paper  does  not  argue  for  theabolishment or re-design of the current social welfare scheme. However, it does pointout  that  it  is  by  no  means  a  blessing  for  poor  children  in  Vietnam  and  that  thereduction of child poverty through any type of social scheme requires alternativepolicy options.
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  False Positives or Hidden Dimensions ?143Chapter 8
CONCLUSION
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This book addressed a number of issues related to the definition and measurement ofchild poverty and its implications for policy analysis. It contributes to both theacademic  and  policy  debate  by  filling  specific  conceptual  and  empirical  gaps  and  byextending the debate beyond its current state of affairs. Chapter 2 addressed the needfor child-focused approaches for poverty measurement that are developed in anexplicit and transparent manner. This was practically illustrated by the developmentof a child poverty approach geared to the case of Vietnam. Chapter 3 provided an in-depth empirical investigation into child poverty in Vietnam, exploring the use of acountry-specific and multidimensional approach to the measurement of child povertyand providing extensive information about the situation of child poverty in Vietnam.The empirical analysis was extended in Chapter 4 by moving beyond a child povertyprofile and investigating the distribution of child poverty and the existence ofhorizontal inequalities on the basis of monetary and multidimensional child povertyapproaches. The tension between monetary and multidimensional approaches topoverty was elaborated upon in Chapter 5 by exploring the mismatch between theidentification of  poverty on the basis of  these approaches in Vietnam and Congo anddiscussing the implications for policy design.  Chapter 6 consequently provided an in-depth investigation into differences in outcomes for child poverty on the basis ofmonetary and multidimensional child poverty approaches from different angles.Finally, both approaches were used to evaluate the performance of the social welfarein Vietnam in Chapter 7, thereby illustrating the implications of the use of differentchild poverty approaches for policy evaluation.In  sum,  the  contribution  of  the  collection  of  chapters  in  this  book  lies  ininvestigating three research issues put forward in the introduction of this book:
1) The importance of choice and definition for the measurement of child poverty.
2) Child poverty in Vietnam: who and where are the poor?
3)  To  what  extent  do  monetary  and  multidimensional  approaches  of  child  poverty
differ with respect to conceptual and empirical outcomes?All  three  issues  were  discussed  from  both  a  conceptual  and  empiricalviewpoint.  Moreover,  although  this  book  is  first  and  foremost  an  academic  piece  ofwriting, all chapters also have a strong policy component. The contributions of thisbook  should  move  beyond  the  mere  scientific  debate  and  be  relevant  and  of  valueadded to those designing, monitoring and evaluating policies. Only through theinclusion of such a policy focus can we attempt to make this research relevant for itsmain subject; poor children. The book’s main findings and contributions with respectto the three questions are discussed in greater detail in the following sections. Weconclude this chapter by elaborating on needs and options for future research.
  False Positives or Hidden Dimensions ?1458.1 Under what conditions can child poverty approaches bedeveloped and used?Despite worldwide acknowledgement that children deserve special attentionin the poverty and development debate, they still remain an under-prioritized groupwhen considering academic debates on poverty issues or the formulation of  povertyreduction  policies.  The  purpose  of  an  approach  especially  geared  to  capture  childpoverty can be considered a knife that cuts both ways.  On the one hand,  it  providesinsight into and understanding of the specific situation of children, taking into accountthe dependence on their direct environment for the provision of basic needs, theirspecific basic needs requirements and the long-term adverse effects of a lack of basicneeds. On the other hand, it facilitates the formulation of policy options to addressexactly those issues that are relevant for children in the fight against child poverty.The use of a generic construction process as a guide for the development of achild poverty approach facilitates and creates the enabling conditions for an explicitand transparent decision-making process with respect to the underlying conceptualframework, choice of domain(s) and indicator(s) and output measures. It should avoidthe fallacy of many existent child poverty approaches that have been developed in animplicit and unclear manner. A lack of transparency and clarity makes a child povertyapproach highly susceptible to misinterpretation and misunderstanding as choicesmade  at  each  step  in  the  process  are  subject  to  a  degree  of  arbitrariness,  normativedecision-making and value judgments. A clear and transparent discussion of thechoices  at  hand  assists  scholars,  practitioners  and  policy  makers  in  choosing  theappropriate approach for their objectives and to adequately interpret the results andfindings based on the specific approach. Empirical estimates of child poverty inVietnam underline these findings by illustrating that choices with respect to definitionof indicators, indicator thresholds and methodology have far-reaching implications forthe concurrent poverty estimates. Sensitivity analyses suggest that a specific choicefor indicator, threshold or methodology has the potential to in- or deflate the childpoverty estimates at different levels of aggregation.In sum, to be able to gain an insight into the issue of  child poverty,  one requiresestimates and analysis based on an approach with a specific child focus. Consequently,to fully understand and rightfully interpret the estimates produced by a child povertyapproach, one has to have transparent and full insight into its conceptual frameworkand  technical  foundation.  The  generic  construction  process  guides  an  explicitdevelopment procedure and creates the enabling conditions to build transparent andchild poverty approaches.
8.2 What is the state of child poverty in Vietnam?The contributions in this book with respect to child poverty in Vietnam are bothconceptual  and  empirical  in  nature  and  considered  from  a  monetary  andmultidimensional perspective. It comprises the development of a country-specific andmultidimensional child poverty approach, an extensive child poverty profile based on
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both  monetary  and  multidimensional  approaches,  a  distributional  analysis  and  ananalysis of the link between child poverty and social welfare.  The analysis of Vietnamis also relevant beyond the country case as it touches upon fundamental issues withrespect to the development and use of child poverty approaches for poverty analysis.As such, it is also extends the answer to the first research question as it illustrates theuse of the generic construction process for the development a child poverty approach.The generic construction process served as a guide for the development of themultidimensional and Vietnam-specific child poverty approach and ensured that theunderlying rationale and purpose were made explicit, thereby leading to carefulchoices with respect to the concept, domains and indicators and outcome products. Inaddition to the commonly developed poverty headcount measure, themultidimensional child poverty approach also encompassed a measure for childpoverty depth and severity at the level of the individual child. The correspondence ofthis set of poverty measures with the set of poverty measures widely used within themonetary approach enables the use of both approaches as a complement to oralternative of monetary child poverty estimates. Moreover, the careful developmentprocess of the specific approach for Vietnam as well as certain elements of theconceptual framework and output measures might be relevant beyond the country-specific  context  and  serve  as  a  blueprint  for  similar  exercises  in  other  countries  orcontexts.Empirical findings in this book highlighted a number of relevant issues withrespect to child poverty in Vietnam, relating to groups of poor children, theircharacteristics  and  their  degree  and  forms  of  poverty.  The  broad  range  of  empiricalfindings will not be repeated here but limited to general conclusions.  Firstly, one canobserve large disparities between different demographic groups of children inVietnam. Children living in the northern, mountainous regions and those belonging toan ethnic minority are most prone to poverty. Secondly, specific characteristics of theindividual child, household or household head contribute to a child’s monetary ormultidimensional poverty risk. These risks are different depending on the povertyapproach under consideration or whether a child lives in a rural or urban area.Notable is the importance of the educational attainment and employment status of theparents in reducing the risk towards poverty. The large disparities betweendemographic  groups  and  the  existence  of  factors  significantly  in-  or  decreasing  achild’s poverty risk suggest a large degree of horizontal inequality in Vietnam.Findings with respect to poverty at domain-level also point towards areas of well-being that are extremely pressing for children in Vietnam. Considerable progressremains  to  be  made  with  respect  to  water,  sanitation  and  leisure.  Finally,  the  socialwelfare system in Vietnam appears to have little to no impact on child poverty.To conclude, the combination of empirical evidence on child poverty in Vietnam onthe basis of household survey data provides a new and wide range of information onthe topic that was not available up to this point. The development of amultidimensional child poverty approach for the specific case of Vietnam and its usefor poverty profiling and analysis can be considered a conceptual and methodologicalcontribution beyond the country context. Specific elements of the child povertyapproach developed for Vietnam, such as the extension of the poverty headcountmeasure to the poverty gap and severity measures, also have the potential to beintroduced in similar exercises.
  False Positives or Hidden Dimensions ?1478.3 To what extent do monetary and multidimensionalapproaches of child poverty differ with respect toconceptual and empirical outcomes?A central theme throughout the majority of the longstanding debate on povertymeasurement, and thus the chapters in this book, is the tension between monetaryand multidimensional approaches towards the measurement of poverty. Conceptualdrawbacks of the monetary approach have been widely documented in the existingliterature, primarily as a justification for the development of a multidimensionalapproach to (child) poverty. Research on multidimensional child povertymeasurement is still fairly novel but the existing range of studies, this book inclusive,also reveal a set of conceptual and methodological hurdles in the development and useof the multidimensional approaches. In addition to fundamental differences inconceptual and methodological underpinnings, empirical outcomes reveal that thesetwo types of child poverty approaches are not always in agreement with each other.Concluding remarks on the book’s main findings with respect to the use of monetaryversus multidimensional approaches to child poverty measurement can be subdividedin  two  subjects:  1)  implications  of  the  use  of  one  or  both  approaches  for  povertyanalysis and 2) the way in which their outcomes feed into the processes of policydesign, analysis, monitoring and evaluation.8.3.1 Monetary versus multidimensional child poverty – implicationsfor poverty analysisThe discussion in this book contributes to the debate on options and limitations ofthe monetary and multidimensional approaches with respect to child povertyanalysis. Limitations of the monetary approach are primarily conceptual andmethodological in nature but the data is widely available and its use widespread. Themultidimensional approach is in part a response to the conceptual shortcomings ofthe monetary approach but faces limitations with respect to data availability andintuitive use of methods and poverty measures. Given the underlying possibilities andlimitations inherent to the monetary and multidimensional approaches, a povertyanalysis on the basis of a combination of both approaches ensures that conceptualshortcomings of one approach can be overcome by the use of the other. Such acombined  analysis  can  prevent  a  child  poverty  analysis  to  be  rejected  purely  onconceptual grounds and appeals to all users’ theoretical ideas of child poverty.Empirical findings illustrate that the underlying conceptual and theoreticaldifferences between poverty approaches are matched by diverging empiricaloutcomes.  This  holds  in  the  case  of  child  as  well  as  adult  poverty.  Deprivation  withrespect to monetary poverty is weakly correlated with deprivation in other domainsof multidimensional poverty as well as composite multidimensional poverty. Findingssuggest that one poverty approach cannot serve as a proxy for another povertyapproach.  The  use  of  a  specific  poverty  measure  for  any  type  of  analysis  requirescareful consideration with awareness that outcomes are likely to diverge when adifferent measure is applied. A poverty analysis based on a combination of approachescan  overcome  the  risk  that  a  poverty  analysis  hinges  on  a  one-sided  conception  of
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poverty. It provides a diversified picture of poverty, revealing that poverty outcomesare in part dependent on the underlying conceptual and theoretical assumptionsabout poverty.  It  also allows for the identification of  the groups of  poor captured byeither  one  or  both  of  the  poverty  approaches  and  an  analysis  of  their  specificcharacteristics. Children that are captured by both the multidimensional andmonetary approaches can be considered ultra-poor as their poverty is most severe interms of both approaches. An investigation of the characteristics and micro-determinants of the ultra-poor as well as those that are captured by only one of thepoverty approaches extends the poverty analysis beyond a standard poverty profileand distributional analysis. Questions remain with respect to the underlying causalitybetween different forms of poverty.8.3.2 Monetary versus multidimensional child poverty – what does itmean for policy analysis?The general finding of considerable poverty mismatch and the fact that differentgroups of society are affected differently by this mismatch has important implicationsfor the policy debate. The value of this book with respect to the policy debate is two-fold. First of all, findings suggest that policy monitoring and evaluation efforts can leadto  different  conclusions  when  based  on  a  single  poverty  approach.  The  choice  of  aspecific poverty approach could be used to the advantage of a specific policy and biasresults in favour of the policy under consideration and vice versa. This could hold atthe general level or at the level of specific demographic groups. Secondly, the analysispoints out that targeting of policies on the basis of monetary poverty potentially hasperverse effects for those identified as multidimensionally poor and vice versa.Targeting purely based on the identification of a single poverty measure automaticallyimplies  that  those  individuals  only  identified  as  poor  by  another  measure  areexcluded. Findings suggest that specific demographic groups in society are more orless  prone  to  be  identified  as  poor  by  only  one  or  both  of  the  approaches,  implyingthat  policies  targeted  on  a  single  measure  of  poverty  are  biased  towards  specificdemographic groups of children. The awareness that different child povertyapproaches  have  the  potential  to  identify  different  groups  of  children  as  poor  isimportant  for  conscious  and  sound  policy  design  as  well  as  transparent  policymonitoring  and  evaluation.  A  combined  use  of  approaches  for  poverty  analysis,explicitly including an investigation into the overlap of poverty according to differentmodels, reduces the potential bias resulting from the use of a single poverty approach.Furthermore, findings suggest that there are a number of underlyingcharacteristics of children that influence their probability to be identified by eitherone or both of the poverty approaches. Knowledge and awareness of these underlyingfactors  is  another  important  issue  in  terms  of  policy  design.  An  in-depth  analysis  ofthe characteristics impacting the probability to be identified by either one or morepoverty measures provides a more detailed understanding of the demographic groupsat risk and underlying processes contributing to that risk.In sum, the contributions in this book referring to the tension between monetaryand  multidimensional  approaches  to  poverty  culminate  in  a  plea  for  child  povertyanalysis on the basis of a combination of approaches. Any attempt to simplify a
  False Positives or Hidden Dimensions ?149complex issue such as child poverty by basing the analysis on a single approach onlywill result in a conceptual and empirical bias. The picture of child poverty itself as wellas  the  policy  outcomes  will  be  skewed  towards  underlying  conceptual  andmethodological foundations. Poverty and policy analysis on the basis of combinedapproaches will  be more diversified,  less partial  and better able to identify differentgroups of poor children in society.8.4 Future researchAlthough this book holds a number of contributions within the field of childpoverty, it also reveals needs and options for future research. Firstly, additionalstudies aimed towards the development of child poverty approaches should test theuse  of  the  generic  construction  process.  It  proved  to  be  a  useful  tool  for  thedevelopment of the child poverty approach for Vietnam, thereby giving it scope toserve as a guide for similar exercises. Nevertheless, further investigation is required totest its usability in other contexts. The applicability of the generic constructionprocess within the general field of poverty definition and measurement should also beconsidered. Secondly, the extent to which the child poverty approach developed forVietnam can provide a useful example for other child poverty approaches requiresfurther research. Specific elements of the Vietnam-specific approach, such as theconceptual framework, methodology or poverty measures might prove relevant forother approaches, notwithstanding their specific context. The degree to which suchelements can be transferred to other approaches without undermining theircontextual elements should be studied further. Thirdly, further and more in-depthresearch is needed to gain greater insight and understanding of the underlyingdynamics resulting in variation between different child poverty approaches.Additional research efforts should be directed towards the consolidation of monetaryand multidimensional approaches to ensure that they provide consistent and coherentoutcomes. Another issue of specific interest is the causality of poverty. With respect tothose children that are captured by both the monetary and multidimensional povertyapproaches, for example, the question arises whether there is a causal link betweenmultiple  forms  of  poverty  and  if  so,  what  the  direction  of  this  causal  link  is.Longitudinal research will also improve the understanding of this issue.In  sum,  whilst  the  contributions  this  book  fills  previous  knowledge  gaps  andprovides valuable information in the field of child poverty; it also presents a plea formore information and additional analysis. The collection of more information andpursuit of additional analysis should go beyond the mere satisfaction of academicinterests but also address the needs of those in the policy field. Child poverty researchcan  only  be  a  serious  attempt  to  address  the  issue  of  child  poverty  if  it  providesvaluable input and tools for those designing, implementing and monitoringinterventions.
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10 SamenvattingKinderarmoede is een ongewenst, en voor velen, onaanvaardbaar fenomeen. Deredenen hiervoor zijn enerzijds gerelateerd aan het intrinsieke belang van welzijnvoor  kinderen  in  het  hier  en  nu  en  anderzijds  aan  de  toekomstige  gevolgen  van  hetopgroeien in armoede. Ieder kind, zoals ieder mens, heeft het recht op een minimaalniveau van welzijn en standaard van leven.  Daarnaast weten we dat een gebrek aanwelzijn tijdens de kinderjaren verregaande negatieve gevolgen kan hebben voor deontwikkeling  van  het  kind  en  standaard  van  leven  als  volwassene.  Metingen  van  desituatie van kinderarmoede zijn cruciaal om een inzicht te krijgen in de verschillendefacetten van het probleem en om mogelijke oplossingen te kunnen formuleren in devorm van beleid. De erkenning van dit belang heeft in het afgelopen decennium geleidtot  een  groeiend  aantal  studies  naar  kinderarmoede  en  de  meting  ervan.  Ditproefschrift behandelt drie verschillende onderwerpen met betrekking totkinderarmoede en de meting en bestrijding ervan. Het bouwt daarbij op bestaandestudies en draagt bij aan het onderzoeksspectrum door nieuwe inzichten toe tevoegen aan de academische en beleidsdiscussie. Ten eerste bespreekt het proefschrifthet belang van definitie en een duidelijk keuzeproces in de ontwikkeling vanmaatstaven voor kinderarmoede en wordt er een generiek constructie procesvoorgesteld. Ten tweede wordt het generieke constructie proces getoetst doormiddelvan een toepassing op data van Vietnam en wordt er een uitgebreide empirischeanalyse van de kinderarmoede in Vietnam gegeven. Deze empirische studie biedt eengedetailleerd inzicht in de specifieke situatie in Vietnam zowel als een voorbeeld voorsoortgelijke analyses. Als laatste worden de verschillen in uitkomsten van het gebruikvan monetaire versus multidimensionele maatstaven van kinderarmoede onderzochten besproken vanuit een onderzoeks- zowel als beleidsperspectief.Een overzicht van bestaande studies naar kinderarmoede maakt duidelijk dat veelvan de gebruikte methoden en maatstaven op een impliciete en onduidelijke manierzijn ontwikkeld. En dat terwijl er veel keuzes gemaakt dienen te worden in deconstructie van een methode om kinderarmoede te meten, zoals over het concept,welvaartsaggregaat en gebruik van armoedelijnen. Een gebrek aan inzicht in deprocessen die de uiteindelijke keuzes tot stand brengen kan tot een onjuist begrip eninterpretatie van de situatie met betrekking tot kinderarmoede leiden. Inzicht in dekeuze processen die ten grondslag liggen aan de constructie van armoede methodenen maatstaven zowel als duidelijkheid over de argumenten voor het maken vanbepaalde beslissingen kan deze problemen voorkomen en een juist begrip van desituatie bevorderen. In dit proefschrift wordt een generiek constructie procesvoorgesteld dat dient als een richtlijn voor degenen die een methode voor de metingvan kinderarmoede ontwikkelen. Dit generieke constructie proces is afgeleid van eenanalyse van bestaande studies en de impliciete keuze processen gemaakt in dezestudies. Het volgen van het generieke constructie proces als richtlijn leidt tot eenexpliciete discussie rond de keuzes die gemaakt moeten worden met betrekking tot deverschillende stappen in het proces. Deze stappen omvatten de identificatie van hetdoel en de reden voor de specifieke meting en studie van kinderarmoede, de
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formulering van een conceptueel kader van kinderarmoede, de selectie van domeinenen indicatoren die het conceptuele kader vertegenwoordigen en de constructie vanarmoede cijfers. De keuze in ieder van deze stappen is afhankelijk van de keuze diegemaakt is in de voorgaande stappen, vandaar dat het van belang is iedere stap in devoorgestelde volgorde gedetailleerd te overwegen. Het voorgestelde generiekeconstructie  proces  in  dit  proefschrift  vormt  een  bijdrage  aan  het  onderzoeks-  zowelals beleidsdebat met betrekking tot kinderarmoede.Naast een theoretische discussie over het generieke constructie proces, wordtdeze  ook  toegepast  op  de  situatie  in  Vietnam.  Vervolgens  wordt  nationale  enquêtedata over, onder andere, huishoudinkomen, onderwijs, gezondheidszorgen enlevensomstandigheden gebruikt om de ontwikkelde multidimensionele methode tetesten en een uitgebreid armoede profiel van Vietnamese kinderen te verkrijgen. Ditarmoede profiel bevat naast informatie over multidimensionele armoede ook cijfersover monetaire kinderarmoede, onderverdeeld naar geslacht, regio, landelijke versusstedelijke gebieden, etniciteit en leeftijdgroep. Ook bevat dit proefschrift eenonderzoek naar de distributie van kinderarmoede over de verschillendebevolkingsgroepen in Vietnam en een analyse van de relatie tussen het socialebijstandssysteem en kinderarmoede in het land. Daarmee draagt het bij aan deconceptuele zowel als empirische discussie over kinderarmoede in de specifiekecontext van Vietnam. Bovendien zijn een aantal aspecten ook relevant in buiten dezecontext en van meer algemene waarde.De toepassing van het generieke constructie proces heeft geleid tot deontwikkeling van een transparante en weloverwogen methode voor de meting vankinderarmoede in Vietnam. De multidimensionele maatstaf is contextspecifiek (integenstelling tot generiek en toepasbaar in andere landen of regio’s), gericht opuitkomsten (in tegenstelling tot “input” zoals beleidsfinanciering of aanwezigeinfrastructuur) en gericht op de situatie van kinderen zelf (in tegenstelling tot eenfocus op huishoudniveau). De geïdentificeerde dimensies binnen de maatstaf zijnonderwijs, gezondheid, onderdak, water en sanitaire voorzieningen, kinderarbeid,vrije tijdsbesteding en sociale integratie en bescherming. Binnen deze dimensies zijnvervolgens indicatoren geïdentificeerd op basis van discussies met beleidsmakers,achtergrondliteratuur, publieke consensus documenten (zoals de MillenniumDevelopment Goals en het Kinderrechtenverdrag) en de beschikbare enquête data.Aggregatie van de informatie op indicator en dimensie niveau wordt vervolgensgeaggregeerd om de armoede situatie voor alle kinderen in Vietnam te schatten.Doormiddel van de expliciete discussie rondom de ontwikkeling van dearmoedemaatstaf zullen de uitkomsten beter te begrijpen en te interpreteren zijn. Dewijze waarop de Vietnam-specieke maatstaf voor kinderarmoede is ontwikkeld kanbovendien dienen als voorbeeld voor andere studies. De constructie vangeaggregeerde armoede schattingen heeft naast een meting van de frequentie vanarmoede bovendien geleid tot een meting van de diepte en sterkte van armoede. Despecifieke methoden voor de meting van de diepte en sterkte van kinderarmoedeverschillen  van  eerder  voorgestelde  methoden  in  andere  studies  en  zijn  ooktoepasbaar in contexten buiten de Vietnamese context.De  empirische  uitkomsten  van  de  analyse  in  dit  proefschrift  leiden  tot  eenaantal interessante conclusies met betrekking tot kinderarmoede in Vietnam, despecifieke bevolkingsgroepen die getroffen worden, hun karakteristieken en mate en
  False Positives or Hidden Dimensions ?163vorm  van  armoede.  Er  is  weinig  tot  geen  bewijs  voor  ongelijkheid  tussen  jongen  enmeisjes maar er bestaan grote verschillen tussen kinderen die in stedelijke oflandelijke gebieden of verschillende regio’s wonen en tussen groepen metverschillende etniciteit. Kinderen die in landelijke gebieden of in de noordelijke,bergachtige regio’s wonen zowel als de kinderen van een etnische minderheidsgroephebben een grotere kans getroffen te worden door armoede in zowelmultidimensionele en monetaire zin. De specifieke karakteristieken van hetindividuele kind, het huishouden of hoofd van het huishouden kunnen bijdragen aaneen vermindering of vergroting van het risico voor een kind om arm te zijn maar dit issterk afhankelijk van de specifieke armoede maatstaf (multidimensioneel of monetair)en  of  een  kind  in  een  landelijk  of  stedelijk  gebied  woont.  Het  belang  van  hetonderwijsniveau en de positie in de arbeidsmarkt van het hoofd van het huishoudenblijkt  echter  van  groot  belang  voor  de  verkleining  van  het  armoede  risico  in  allegevallen. De grootste problemen die kinderen in Vietnam ondervinden betreffen dedimensies van onderdak, water en sanitair en vrije tijdsbesteding. Uit de analyse vanhet sociale bijstandssysteem in Vietnam blijkt dat dit weinig tot geen invloed heeft opde situatie van kinderarmoede in Vietnam.Een  centraal  thema  in  het  gevestigde  debat  over  de  meting  van  armoede  is  despanning tussen monetaire en multidimensionele armoede maatstaven. De monetairemeting van armoede gebeurt al ruim een eeuw maar heeft een aantal conceptuele entechnische tekortkomingen en nadelen. Veelal als gevolg van deze tekortkomingen ismen  in  de  jaren  tachtig  van  de  vorige  eeuw  begonnen  met  de  ontwikkeling  vanmultidimensionele armoede maatstaven. Hoewel onderzoek op dit gebied dus nogredelijk nieuw is in vergelijking met die van monetaire armoede, stuiten de bestaandestudies ook op conceptuele en technische hindernissen in de meting vanmultidimensionele armoede. Naast de fundamentele verschillen in concept enmethode die de monetaire en multidimensionele armoede maatstaven van elkaaronderscheiden, leiden empirische resultaten ook tot verschillende conclusies metbetrekking tot kinderarmoede. De verschillen in conclusies als gevolg van het gebruikvan monetaire versus multidimensionele maatstaven is van belang voor zowel hetonderzoeks- als beleidsveld.Zoals gezegd kent de monetaire manier van armoedemeting conceptuele enmethodologische bezwaren en is de ontwikkeling van multidimensionele maatstavenvan armoede veelal een reactie op deze bezwaren. Multidimensionele methodenworden op hun beurt echter weer geplaagd door een gebrek aan data en het intuïtievegebruik van metingen en maatstaven. Gegeven dat beide methoden stuiten opproblemen die conceptueel en methodologisch van aard zijn, kan het gebruik van eencombinatie van methoden voor de meting van kinderarmoede de tekortkomingen vande andere methode compenseren. Het gecombineerde gebruik van methoden voor demeting van kinderarmoede kan vervolgens voorkomen dat studies, of hun resultaten,worden afgewezen puur op basis van conceptuele en methodieke bezwaren.Empirische resultaten onderschrijven het belang van een gecombineerd gebruik vankinderarmoede maatstaven. Monetaire armoede blijkt zwak gecorreleerd metmultidimensionele armoede en zijn beiden armoedemaatstaven slechte “proxies” voorelkaar. De groep kinderen die wordt geïdentificeerd als arm in monetaire zin is slechtsgedeeltelijk hetzelfde als de groep kinderen die wordt geïdentificeerd inmultidimensionele zin, suggererende dat beide methoden verschillende vormen van
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armoede identificeren. De kinderen die arm worden bevonden in monetaire zowel alsmultidimensionele zin kunnen als “ultra-arm” beschouwd worden aangezien hundiepte en sterkte in monetaire en multidimensionele zin het grootste is. Het simultanegebruik  van  armoede  maatstaven  leidt  dus  tot  een  zorgvuldigere  analyse  van  desituatie van kinderarmoede vanuit een conceptueel en theoretisch zowel als empirischoogpunt.De bevinding dat het gebruik van verschillende armoedemaatstaven kanleiden tot de identificatie van verschillende groepen kinderen en dus totuiteenlopende  conclusies  is  niet  alleen  van  belang  voor  de  onderzoekswereld  maarzeker ook voor de beleidswereld. Het belang van deze resultaten in een beleidscontextheeft twee kanten. Ten eerste leiden deze resultaten tot het inzicht dat conclusies vanbeleidsevaluaties op basis van slechts één armoedemaatstaf sterk afhankelijk zijn vande gekozen armoedemaatstaf. Men kan dus een specifieke armoedemaatstaf kiezenvoor  de  evaluatie  van  beleid  die  ten  gunste  is  van  het  specifieke  beleid  en  daarbijminder gunstige uitkomsten negeren. Dit kan gelden op een landelijk of algemeenniveau of voor specifieke bevolkingsgroepen. Het gecombineerde gebruik vanarmoedemaatstaven kan deze potentiële vertekening van beleidsresultatengedeeltelijk wegnemen en een zuiverder beeld van de daadwerkelijke uitkomstenschetsen. Ten tweede wijzen de resultaten in dit proefschrift erop dat het richten vanbeleidsinitiatieven of toekennen van uitkeringen op basis van slechts éénarmoedemaatstaf leidt tot de uitsluiting van groepen kinderen met een bepaalde matevan armoede of kwetsbaarheid die niet door de specifieke armoedemaatstaf wordtonderkend. Aangezien kinderen van specifieke bevolkingsgroepen of wonende inbepaalde gebieden een grotere kans hebben om door slechts één van dearmoedemaatstaven als arm te worden aangemerkt, hebben zij een grotere kans opmarginalisatie en uitsluiting van beleidsinitiatieven. Het gebruik van complementairearmoedemaatstaven kan leiden tot een coherenter beleid met minder uitsluiting vankwetsbare groepen kinderen van beleidsinitiatieven als gevolg. In andere woorden,doormiddel van de verbetering van beleidsevaluaties zowel als de identificatie vanarme en kwetsbare groepen kan er beter vorm gegeven worden aan beleid dat erop isgericht kinderarmoede uit de wereld te helpen.
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